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The"past two decades have -provided many chal-

lenges for community colleges, especially in -defining\the

role and scope of community services, and integrating it
into the organizitional structure. )

while community services has been st.:ccessful in the
acteptance of its mission, it s imperative that'practi-
t|oners resist a contented res$ing upqQn past accompl:sh-
ments. Our constltuents are turning to’us in increasing
" numbets for assistance .and answers, as they are con-
fronted by their individual economic, employment, spc:al,
and survival needs..

Reexamining ‘'Community Services in the Community

College: Toward Consensus 1and Commitment provides us

‘Robert Sullins of Virginia Polytechnic
~

with a strong philosophical base for strengthening our
role, apd offers prat.:tic'al'suggestions and inforznation.

There is no‘doubt that Charles A. -Atv:/ell and W.
Institute, and
George B. Vaughan, Jrx of Piedriont Virgi‘nia Cogn'unity
College have authored an éxcellent publlcatlon reexaming
communuty The National

Council on Community Service's and Continuing.Education

services and its mission.

(NCCSCE)“ extends our sinqére, appreciation to them for

¥  their dedicated efforts and thought-provoking dialogue.
- Thelr Purpose is not to arrive at a definition, which will
, .
< .apply fo only selected programs, but to explore the role .
~ /
\\ of community services.in community colieges. . ’
- , . . 1
N - ‘A R
> . Gary Kai Lemke, .
\ . President . /
’ ! Natiorral Council on Community_Serviges. . — ..
. , and Continuing Education . '
L} -'l‘ A\ : '
. - Jnl.y*._l&% .
- ‘ . _ P
'~' :v./ﬁv \ . ' -
’ ’ o, . . 'l
e E53 \
- O N XM I 5 K ~
" ‘I * . ¢
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FRIC o ,
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ERIC (Educatianat ?ewuraes ‘information ‘Center) is a
nationwide information network, sporisored by - the
Natidbnal Instituté of Education, for the collection and

dissemination of information about “educatfon.  Since

1966, ERIC has operated through 16 subje’cf;EBét‘fiéliized
élearinghouseg, each Fesponsible for providing access to
the” literature of education in its scbpe area.

M

ERIC/JC (the ERIC Clearinghouse for Junior Colleges) is
. {

located- at UCLA. It specializes in%information abdut all ’

aspects of two-year college education. Included in aur
collection are published and unpublished ma.teriégs on
public and privatéev cor‘nmgni’ty and junior cdlleges,
technical institutes, and two-year branch university
campuses. " These materials cover administration, faculty,
students, instruction, curricula, support seryiges,

libranies, and community education.

¢
Mailing List. = Our quarterly Bulletin will keep .you
appr:sed'. gf Clearinghouse activities and publications.
Write to us and receive it free.- Our # address is
96 Powell Library, Wniversity of Califernia, Las Angeles,

CA 90024. Phone:~(213) 825-3931.

-

This publication was prepared with
funding from the National Institute of

.

P}

Education, Department of Education
under = -contract ‘no. 400578-0038.
The opinions expressed in this
report do not necessarily reflect the -
. position or policy of NIE. ~
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. Ve ) "We are pleased to ha\ve\een asked to prepare this
- monograph, the f‘rst in a planned series co- sponsored
¥ ! by the National Council on C\ ity Ser}vices and ?

- Continuing Education (NCCSCE) and the ERIG Clearing-
house for Junior; Colleges. During our p\m\fessmnal f
. careers we have’ observed community services e\}ol e to
the point of widespread acceptanee'as one_of the prtncn—\
g pal missions of "the community coliége. The golden years . -
of the 1960s, and even the so-called "sobering seventies" ™~
saw;teady, even dr; at’c, growth in these actlv:tles

3
! )
i

. Fhe sev pawne OMBASE, for example,’ and the ~
qe;cel/nt statement” on the "communlty renewal“ cotlege :
, - ™ by Jamer(Gouﬁé:eck and others “(1976).
) ‘ Now, at a time when the conceptual base for com- .
4 B munity services is f‘easonamy well established and when

the demand and need for community services programryng
. is_at an all-time -high, fommunity servrces is threatened

L ’ on asnumber ofrfronts. Those who seek to narrow the
comprehens_ive_:r/nission- view commurity servicés as a /
/ nones;ential ac_tivit?, In the absence of state financial 4
support, community services admlmstrator,s/ in most I
\ 'states are forced to become’entrepreneur/s as they seek’ . ‘.
: to make community}services fully self-supporting. These’

and\other pressures ‘cause pr.ogrammers to'jbe concerned

i mo{e about the financial soundness of a partvcu!ar‘ adti- ’

vity than about its edugatlonal value as a partlal solutlon\\_?

e to personal or commumty probliems. And the Ieaders.hup /
of the cdmmunity college frequently exhausts its energy
on other pressing oroblems, before it gets’ to“ the issues

—————————surrounding commuriity services-programs. , , .
We believe 'that communlty servicés belong in the
\ . forefront of the commumty college program. We matured )
_in this business during the boomyear-s—of—-t:he—htqe—w&()srm—w_u——
. ’ and early\f 1970s at a time when "all thlégs to all people" /
. ; {
IR Lo /
. EMC . L 7 ) Py }."’" . .-
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stitl like to feel that way ; reallstlcally, we doubt that : *7':
. sod:ety' is eitHer %able or willing to pick* up thg {ab 0 &' v{
. tpz_:t the commumty, llege can, to ‘borrow from g‘?us '/ *
| ' Arr‘ny's advertising %@ency, "be all *that it can’ pe." /
| . “ f E\;en in a. timeﬁ/of/ reduc resgurces, we{" view ’
" co mun{ty servicés as a/alnllne ac\lwty Manag fmay ) 1
ariegd funding sources; colleges = «

L_ . s hayje to .seek nevy, an!jd
/ maK/ well have to do a better job of relating community

? 4 servuce{ actlvmes to their curricular ;‘rograms, and we

.»may all have to constantly Femind msuders and outsiders .

( -alike that communlty services “belong "
‘ We// hope this monograph is useful to commumty
servuces/ professwnals who _are seeking ideas about how

;o

‘. 5! {‘o be«more effgctlve,“to:thew colleagues in the commun-
g ¢ €

ity college who want to know and understand more about

community services, and to the decision makers who, in .

large measure, wi!l determine the- direction of community

e N serv:ces in the years ahead i
We are, mdebted to NCCSCE for its continuing
leadership in community services and for the opportunity .

to share our thoughts on this topic with the profession. !
k wé\ owe special thanks to the publications c?mmittee ‘of .
. .the Council--Gary Lemke, Bob Rue, Tony Cotoia, and
. *e Dc‘auglas; Kelley--anc} to Brian Donnelly, who «<onceived
the idea of the "Challenge"- series dtiring his .term as
- Presidént of NCCSCE. Donald S. Karvelis, Community
Services Coordidator af Cerritos College (CA), Feviewed
the manuscript. Ar.th’ur Coherf and his colleagues at the
ERIC Clearinghouse have been most cooperative. We -
want to recognize especially Gayle Byock who has worked )
closely ‘with, the Council and who supplo;'ted and

S -- - J—

.encouraged us from start to finish. . , )
st : ’ Charles A Atwell ' .
) ’ . : George B. Vaughan ‘ \
W..Robert Sullins

- -ERIC s 8 | S, e

-
.= oo -
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_C}iapter 1 . ' .
AMERICAN HIGHER EDUCATION'S Rt
PUBLIC SERVICE MISSION

i

- s

Yo o

The notion of public service is inbred in Americany ;

democracy.

Ranging from George Washington's belief in“'

the citizen-soldier to the common school.of colonial New ~

England, the idea of service to the nation and the cony“
munity wd$ an accepted and desirable act vity eariye in
the natlon s history. Since public schoohﬁg emerged as
the backbone of America's brand of democracy, it was
only natural that Those interested in edu’catlon would
view the promotion of service as a Iegmmate educational
concern. : .
... The_concept of service emerged as one part of a
tpreefold mission for higher educatjgn. Joining teachan
arrd,?research, public or community - service1 became
America's unique stamp on the university and much of
the rest of American hig'her education. A‘s Brubacher
and Rudy put it, that 'part of American\higher educa-
tion's mission devoted to teaching borrowed heavily from
the English college, while research owes its origin to the
German university model. Finally, the idea of public of
commumty service grew out of the American idea that

"hlgher _education to justlfy its own existence’ should

seek actively the basic needs of American life' (1968, p. '

394). . [

Today,. the threefold mission remains the pﬁiloszip‘bi- Do

cal 'base of higher edudation operation, although' the
lines among the three thrusts are less taunt than |n the
past. As more and-moere people partucnpate in' hlgher
education and, since higher educatiop, through research,
originates, preserves, and transmits knowledge, both
teaching and public service have changedk For example,

a new theory of économics born_.m_aq.megnsLt_y_g::aduate,.m____u

schooL,,;ﬁmlmgly,}c} show up in’ undergrappate teachmg

P o
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- And be put into operatlon at'the natlona& l)evel, thereby
contributing to the public service _mission, of.the uni-
Veraity. Moreover, an educatéd populatlon defines
p.ublic service in a different way ‘than would a less
sophisticated society.

Public_t*service emanating from higher educaticn:
comes in 'ma'n);iconfigurat.ions and is subjert to numeroas /
definitions. Regardless of its form or descriptive termi~
nology, public servite consists primarily of sharing the
resources of the mnstitution, énth the public for the
public good.. Within this broad concept, one ‘can fit

such varied..activitie's as cancer research, a professor's
= - ]

-

serving as a president's cabinet member, and a tommunity
céllege course ,o'n‘ eneréy conservation. Moreover, the
definition comfortablyfencompasses the agricultural exten-
sion service, evening classes for aduits, and any numbegr
of getivities that transcend the traditional sole asi‘ociategj
with undergraduate and graduate teaching and research.

‘% . while a detailed history of public iervice is nat

pbssible nor desirable in the few pages this chapter
devotes to the subject, it nevertheless appears wgrth-
while to 3}<etch briefly some of the thlnklng that has
influenced American higher education's devotlon to the
concept ofl service to the ‘community. The -brief over-
view} although primarily devoted to the expansion of
institutional offerings' rather than to individual service, -
“should provnde some ’ basis for viewing commumty sep~"

vices in the commumty college, the subject .of the other

chapters in this volume. i .

Early Concepts ) ' .
“~“Thomas JefferSon, the chief proponent of public

v

education among Americals founding fathers, envisioned a
«plan of education that extendéd beyond the classical =
studies which marcked an educated man of his day. In

BT gesTgn —Tor -the ~Urniiversity, of Virginia, Jefferson
* wanted public lectures to be a part’df the University's




lectures shduld be given in the

offerings and felt "the

evening, so as not to interrupt the laborg of the day"
..

4 and Merrill D. Petefson, two of the nation's leading
- Jefferson scholers,
ably condoned findi g practical solitions to thewproblems
c;c‘ho would

of the-day by applying formal® Iearﬁmg an

tunity +¢p upgrade their skills by at{endmg evening
- sthool (Vasghan, 1980, p. 6-10). ",

‘s Jefferson, who foved to exper:ment with new farm-

mg methods, would likely have viewed the agricultural

* ' extensnon servnce as a desirable form of public service.

educatlon and a broad mterpretatlon fof public se{v«ce
are ‘found in the thinking of Jefferson ('Rudolph 1962,
p\ 365) . 3

o

The Morrill Act of 1862, -
" The Morrill Act-of 1862 had profound umpact on the

! concept of public service in. American higher educatiéy.

' . While the act wad/ des\igne.d‘ primarily to promote the agri-
cuitural and mechanicé[ arts, . the philosophical foundation

s of the land~“grant 'college provided the 7’asi§ for an
-£xpanded concept of public éervice The land- grant
colieges~ would "reduce hngher educat:on to the lowest

. ters and ‘giv,e it the widest extensn'on. In these literal
people'% colleges, instruction was to be adjusted toithe
average district school standards" (‘Ross, 1942, p. 9):

3
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public expense” (Vaughan, 1980, p. '9). Dumas Malone

es Jefferson as_ someone who" prob-.

ha\)e endorsed thé/ concept of offering adults an oppor-’

Certamly the seeds of the relationship betweer:\ hlgher'

E nsnderably, for they "reached a. stratum of‘stud hts
% for vjﬁérﬁihngﬁe: or e;e“rrmtermedlate tral irrg would ot -
otherwise have _been available" “{Ross;
‘_‘,"A—:-—* s 77 T “addition to teaching subj
L2 from higher education, tﬁe/l nd-graot mst:tutlon\t'ra 5=
formed approaches to higher education as,well.. Courges
' were offered both on and off campus.

P




N from "the ‘grofeSSionals for which it was the
f; . duaction--must all be at a certain level, must continue
‘ . through the quadrennial 'c?cie, and’ must result in cbt‘ti;
L, ‘ fied"pl,arch;nents that represented a standard, *in subject
matter and graduation, that kefwuthun a mlnlmum)range
of tolerﬁnce, was now being cha lengefl by new degrees. pe
(Ross, 1942, p. 152). ° .

' ' But .the gular courses were not. serving tlt‘ i

'massefs "Therﬁwas a persustent conviction w:thln *an

“\ ’wnthout the mst:tutnonsy that the” talent and facnlltues of
" these peqples colﬂges should be more widely applied,
. |that skilled farmers and mechanics as well as expert

leaders should be trained" (Ross, 1942, p. 162). .
v The; result - was the establishment of nondegree
. courses for farmers, ddirymen, ang persons in skills
areas--no n)atter what their formal educatlon level--who
'rmght profit from contact with the |nst|tut|ons (Ross, ™
- 1942, p. ';62 163). The land-grant college took educa-
tion to the people through, regional’ ﬁ\eetlngs held by
,’ilnerantp lecturers and by maklng new findings available
\ e for the farm and home through the publushlng of bulletlns
te ! . and - corrgspondence‘ (Ross, 1942, p. 166) Gradually,
the land- grarﬁt colleges gloved more and more into the
concept of pubhc service, as exemplified in the umversnty

: extension movement of the twentieth century.

Popularizing Movements B
. The- unjversity, extensfon service, injtiated dtiring
T -~ the.4890s, brought’ education to the people on a scale
‘vet unknown in Amgrica., Preceding,  concomitant .with,
- and ?ﬁtributing te the. extension goncept was the s
/ ’ Chaut ugqua movement, a movement that was "a response , ,\

"to an unspoken degrand, a sensitive alertness to the

. cravings of millions o[( people for 'somethm.g better""

‘(goula, 1961, p.,Vvii). 'e’/t; . o vrPever

»
. * - - - ’ 7
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. correspondence courses and degrees by mait (Blum. arid

) people AtﬁChncago,. ‘Harper also developed a number of

.Unlversity of Wisconsin lifted to new’ heights ‘the idea oﬁf

.othérs, 1963, p. 454). The Chautauqua movemeﬁt popu-

A >

o entd - “ . . !

- . The Chautat;q:Ua movement, founded in 1874 i|§ New .
’York—at Lakeé Chautaqqua, spread overuthe country as a ., 5
loosely cbordmated adult educatlon movement.* In 1888 -
Chautauqua College wisf founded oh the twin ldeas of \,., -, -

jarized ! such ideas as u;uvers:ty extension courses,
summer sess;ons‘, afid a potpourrl of cou‘rses'-destgned to

enlighten the cmzenry, More important, perhaps, was c

the “influence the Chautauqua movement exertéd on

William Rainey-Harpere and ultlmately on the Wisconsin ‘

)de'a 3 Harper taught at Chaut"auﬁqua, and was named |

prmélpal of th‘e College of Liberal Arts in~1877 (Gould )

196‘1, p 219> But he had bigger worlds to con&uer R o
jn 1891,- Harper became the first presndent of the

S

newly founded Unwersnty of .Chicago. ' He brought with ) o

hlm to Chitago ‘the idea pf‘ the. umversity extensnon

3.
serv:ce, a carryover from the Chautauqua-type lectures, N

a movement- Zlestmed to” play a qmaior role in shapmg the.
belief thﬁt the umvers:ty should take educatlon to the..

programs of servu:e to sdciety. which were built on the ‘ il
bellef that k/gwredge should be used to better’ Jmankind, * \
the phllosophy of Jefferson and of the Morrill Act. From .

the foundlng of the Umversuty of €hlcago, a broadened . /

con of ublnc ser\/lce has remained nmplanted as a
L]

part of the rmss«on :of Amerlcan hlgher educatlon < .
» ' _/ Do
The W1séon5m idea . \ :

Bulldlng on the ideas of‘ public service practlced by /

the fand- -grant colleges and advodated. by Harper, the

service to Lall segment’fs of the community. The idea‘_

"that a 5tate *supported .university, should . contrlb}lte

dlrectly to lmproved farmmg, more efficient mdustry,

and better chernment" was included in’the Unlv?zrsity *

of Wysconsms foundlng phllosophy in 1848 (Brubacher




and Rudy, 1968, p. 165). Moreover,. Charle-s- .R. Van.

. Hise, ‘president during the he:ght of the w|sconsm Idea’s
mfluence, was himself mfluenced ,greatly by W'lllarh i
Ranney Harper cand was highly impresséd with "Harper’z;'f"
Chautauqua ideas of brlnglng a university to_sll the ’
"people by extending |ts “direct mfluence far beyond s i
.own. campus®, (Brubacher and Rudy, 1968, p. 166) :

- The W|scons\m idea reached its_ peak durmg the ' 3.{
Progress;ve ‘Era in American pollt»cs ”’Th@:bfﬂ@bmen,—_ﬁﬁ
the university and the state was so strong pbat no‘t only t
did university personnel draft and adm:n:ster regula- T
.tions, but they also staffed the "regulatory commiss:ons S
(Rudotph, 1962,,p 362). Echomg'gentlments exprkssed
earlier by Jefferson, "The Wisconsin Idea . . . rested

n “the conviction that informed intelligence when appHed

to the problems of modern soc|ety co&ld make democracy ,
wbr‘;lf more effectlvely" (Rudolph 1962, p. 363).

By 191Q, the extension movement was so great thqt
“it gained add:tlonal tax support for, state institution's
(Rudolph, 1962, p. 364). More |mportantly, the exten- ’
sion movement and the other reforms ' advocated by
Harper and Van Hlse embedded themselves |n the. fabric ,
of- American higher eduecation to such a degree that their '

LY

concept of what constituted “public servnce was to have a
lastung |mpact . . . !

.

'

Publlc and Community Service Today ™
A cursory review of todays coliege and university*

“course and currjculum offer:ngs \reveals that the fdea of
what constltutes ‘public ‘service actnvutles and offerungg
far exceeds even the w:ldest dreams of\Ke early ,advo-
cates of 'the concept. As one. source puts \t, "American ¢
hiéher education has .done ‘everyghihg from providing a 7
marriage market for pubile females to producing - the
a{omuc bomb". (Hofstadter and Hardy, 1952, p. 167).
Eartly as a result of expanded institutional offermgs,

‘especially during the evening, part t|me adult students

~
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during the 1970s attended institutions of higher education ~

- pt a rate unprecedented in,.y‘»e ﬁistory' of higher educa-
iy

|

tipn. The influx of part-time students has continued
Gﬁaba'tegl into the 1980s. _ In many institutions, and
especially in community ‘colleges, activities defined as
communify services are not only integral to the college's
offerings but often serve more} people than do degFee
courses. But what does public service consist of today?
.7 Cdnsidering public services in terms of offerings to
the public rather than in terms$ of research and i%dividual
publlc servnce, OLSXD/ almost be assured that ‘anything
goes. JIndeed, ong can name practlcally any sub;ect and
find a° universnty or college that will offer a Iecture,

sem:nar, warkshop, course, or gurriculum on the subject.

&= No. topic is too esoteric or taboo to be dealt with through,

e
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some institution's public service division. The' gamut
has been run. ’ .

" The nati:n's p:lblic comniunity colleges coptinue to
be- in the middle of and often leading the movement

. .
toward providing more and more services to more and

, more people. The majority of these colleges include in
their mission a commitment to cdmmunity services. More-
. over, it has often been in the name of community serv-

ices, that community colleges have changed over the
years to such .a degree that many appear to be losing

v

‘their identity with higher education. Indeed, many ™

‘community colieges have bought and advocated the

"supermarket"  approach to" higher educétion, an
approach that per:mits and encourages community colleges
to offer courses in "Building Yourj. Own Front Porch,"
"sunday School Teaching,"‘ and "Surviving a Nuclear
Attack." Noncredit activities (and in some cases credit
activities) are offered in belly dancing,-poodle grooming,
an‘d &ealing blackjack. The list of community services in

_ today's community colleges are limited only 'by the seem-

ingly unlimited imagination of the college's commupity

services director. , ,

. .
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- One result of the community coilege's devotion to

community servicea is the shaping of a mission tHat is
not well Understood by the public:and one that legls-
lators question more and more.. .Another result is that
community serwces activities of many commumty colleges

- are viewed as self- serving, a stance that in dlrecf ' ’ |

i qppositfon to t‘he concept of public ,39""?‘:.5.;4 > . I
- On the other hand, community service ds practiced )
by the, community college has' brought educ tion to the L
people on s:t'ich a .grand scalg that toda _gomrpﬁpity ,,a :»;

colleges, not,land-grant institutidns,  are cgnsidered to
4 be the “pedple's college." Moreover, some ¢ommentators o
have viewed the local comn'mr’\ity college nof only as™an
educational institution but” as a “solver of community
problems. . o
3 ls the supermarket approach to commumt\/ services .
a self servmg one that only tends to cloud the com=
mumty 'colleges mlsswn” Or is.-the communlty college .
truly the peoples coilege and the commumtys savuor7 J
The truth lies somewhere bétween these extremes M T
any” event, the community college with ltd broad lntfer-

pretation of and devotion to ‘community services is here

AT

to stay. ) B }

, o i 16 - : 4
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. Chapter .2 _
COMMUNITY SERVICES,AND THE COMMUNITY COLLE
L]
- AN-OVERVIEWY

¢ Ea}'ly on, junior college leaders saw the Qeed

education to play a greater role in meeting the, ev
broadenjing needs of the individual and the commum Y.
Leonard V. Koos, an early champlon of the jurfior
college, stated in 1925 ;hat one purpose' of 3 Jun or
. tpllege was to offer courses adapted to focal need§,
A#hether the needs wére vocational or social. "Koos fit
that the junior college should affect_ the culturdl level 1of
its community (1925, p. 27). Wwalter Crosby Eells,. -
early as 1931, ndentuf;ed «serv:cé to .the community as an -
important function of -the 1umor college. ’ Eells saw
commumty services as meeting “communlty need$’ ats <
dnstmguisha from those of the youth who compose i
(the junior college s) regular student body" (Eells, 1931
p. 235). The movement from the junior collgge of Koo
and Eells to the comprehensive commun:ity college éaine
momeritum by the (;,nd of World War 11, The concept o
éo’mmunizy services wa$ not lost in the transition. L
The President's Commission'.on Higher Edu'catibnk“ in
1947 ‘admonished the .,cﬁnege<:d the universities to
"cease lo be ‘campus-pased It must take the . .'\.
col@a-bﬁe people wherever they<are to be found ap\gl
‘by every effective means for communication of ideas ané(_
the stimujation of intelléctual curiosity. It must not hold'
itself. above using all the arts of persuasion to attract '
consumers for thé ssrvices it offers" (Hiqher Education
for American Democracy, |, 1948, p. 97). Jesse P.
'Bogue, writing from the vantage point of the office of
- the executive secretary of the American Association of
Junior Colle es and influenced gnéatly‘by' the t.'eport of
the Preso’de;t's‘Commission, entitled his 1950 work T_he>
Community College. Espousing a str,png Eommitment‘ to




s - ' “_«1} ) . N s - f;
many functions now viewed as community services, Bogue
stated, "The thesis of the .author is that adult education _, : ,"
is fully justified by the same fundamental reasons that
;ustlfy education for any age,- group, or class of peo- ) '
131e " As early as 1950 -Bogue saw community services e
(although he did not use the term) as "an emerging .
concept” for‘\ the community college. . . . Under the
adult-educatlonal plan, the needs of the community are
" not only served but they are also served as long as the * .

- people wish to learn" (Bodue, 1950 p. 215). The stage. .
was set_for someone to pPlace 'the philosophy of commuhit\y ‘.
services in the community college within a framework
that would facilitate “the inclusion of community services
as an mtegral part of the commun:ty college mission. -~

By ‘the late- 1960s community colleées were ridlng
the crest of afgrpwth perlod that at one stage saw new

. community colleges opening at the rate.l‘of one a week.

TS 1969 two works were published that did. much to
defme community lsw\hces within the context.-of the .
modern-day public community college; Ervm L. Harlacher's
The Communlty‘ Dimension df the Community College ~ and

K Gunder A Myran s Community Serwces in the Commumty

. Colle College. Both Myran and, Harlacher strongly advocated a

L stretthng of the community college mission to include

. }\commumty services, not as an adlunct to the operation
of the college but- as'a function central to its. mission. -

- Bgth synthe5|zed muc df the thinking regarding com-
mdunity services in th”‘community college; the authors
provided d’efinitions 'community' services; and, more®
imp‘ortantly, both Hgrlacher and Myran provided a
‘o framework whereby community servicea could be an equal .
partner (along w;th the regular instruction program and
student seerces) :in the community college mission.

. The National: Council on Community _Services— for—
Community and Junior Colleges was also founded in 1969.
The: Gouncil, which later chapnged its name to the

L3
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_+ Natiqpal. Council on Community Services and Continuing
Education (NCCSCE), is an affiliate Council of the

American Association of Community and Junior Colleges.
with the formation and development of the NCCSCE and
the publication in 1971 of its own journal, The Community
Services Catalyst, community services had its national

forum.

In spite of a proud history, nationél spokesmen,
and a national organization, community services is often
misunderstood and viewed as something of a stepchild on

*a number of community college camp‘t\.lses Stepchild
M,;etus and misunderstanding exist even .though many of
the propoesals cyrrently advocated by community college
leaders such as Edmund J. Gleazer, Jr., (1980), former
pr;esident’ gf the AméricarlfAssociation of Community and
Junior Colleges, seemingly would have thrust co;nmunity .
ser:vices to & centra!;, if not a vanguard,’position in -
the community college mission. Given the in'mpetus to
move  into a significént role at the forefront, why has
community services failed to reach ihat status?

-

The Evolving Mission
The thesis of this volume is that community services

is no; currently achieving its full potential because of
the \failure of community collége educators to establish
cleat:]y the role of cl)mmumty\serwchm relat:onshup -
to today's college mission. This failure has_  resulted
notwithstanding the historical precedent that clearly
established a missicm"o'f communijty sefrvices for higher
education in general atnd for the cbﬁmunity college in‘_

particular. _ Moreover, thss failure has “Tesulted even

-though many of the chara/ctern;?;qs (e.g. community-
centered, client-centered, part-timfe, 6ff-campus, non-
—credii, special group instruction, jevening instructioqn,
adult education, avocational, recreational) once associated
’ with comr;\unity services no I?)nger distinguish community
services alone but aré now accepted as important and

el
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necessary in

whole. Part of the problgm is that commumty serwces,

while en;oy:ng tﬁ"e success of havnng “most cdmmumty col-
leges committed to its function, has faﬂed to reestablish
its own mission gﬂasgd on past successes and in light of
today's situation. In the search "for its proper role,
co nity services proponants have failed. to update the
cé:‘:)tual and ph:losoph:cal work done by such synthé-
sizers as well as by Harlacher,ﬁggn_, .-and others, or
have failed to follow the lead of those who have fried,
such as Karvelis ’(1978j. Instead ' community cpllege
leaders, not guided‘by a coh\erent framework, have cast
in almost all qirections to find the proper rofe for com-

munity services. The resulting situation is one that often’

producés frustration, confusion, and a constant search

., for the perfect definition or "proper" thrust for

communlty services. —'J”’

Several factors have worked agamst the v:é‘w that/
_,.‘-——’—\

community services is central to the cplteges m/s:on
Among the factors are the following: (1) a p/eoccupatuon
with definitions on the part of those ;5ncerned with
commumty services;' (2) burgeonlng e/rollments WhICh
have provided community services w:th the luxury "of
offering a potpourri of courses with little or no relat:on-
shup to each other or to the rest of the college program,
(3) the failure to utlhze fully leadershnp by community

‘services proponents on individual campuses] (4) ‘the

failure to build a sound funding base; and, (5) the
often dlverse messages from ‘natlonal leaders such as
Gleazer and the pres:dents of the collegejﬁ,l}hal/r(ow
negded is a reexamination of the comntunity services
functioh in terms of today's sion of the commun:ty

college, a consensus about/the reexamined mlssuon, and a

commitment to accomplish that mlsswn >

s
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Definitions, Deflnmons, Défm(twns L .
- From readifig the hterét{re and. from llstenmg to
’ discussions on the ,sub;ect, one_gets. the |mpre55|on that

if cofmunity services could be defined, its, role WOuId be
clear.,, Acknowledglng the vajue of deflmng one's terms

‘and . admitting that a definition often serve's as a co

stone for understanding and articulating t ission’ of

an unjer_\_ajging,’ we nevertheless mus
reestablishing the broader” rolgs8f community services

end more effprt )

.and lgss time searching fo»”a narrow .definition to SUlt

- ') Lol

'v%r’ the needs,,of -2 dlver 7 group of colleges. Samplmg the

2 htera,tu&-e and t mg wuth commymty services Ieaders
, !

+ 7 sugges?s, - ei/er, that a search for the deanlthn of -

s

L 4
‘Myran offered a, rather fluid deflrfmon_ﬁf community v

services in 1969: commumty services would? ormally meet

community: servuces will continue. , .

those needs .,not met by formal colleglate degreé gr certi-
ficate programs. H_e even lists edt\cational ap;‘)roac_hes ‘s
) that are "more" and "less", likely to be identified as
community services (Myra,n,, ’11\3)f Ha'rlacher devoted
_some - space in his 1969 pdBIEsti n‘“ﬁo discussing the
definitions of community serVices given By community
college spokesmen such ;s Leland' Medsker anfd.B. Lamar
Johnson. He also provnded a good,analysis of the confi-' .
suon surfoundmg the térm "community serv;ces " HIS-
’,': own definition emphasizes the role community. serwces '
! plays in the college's offermgs |n addmon' to the ,regu-
e Iarly "scheduled day and ‘évemng cl,asses,(Hérlacher,
p. 1- 15). : P - ‘ . .
Profesgional associates- of the Ezlc .Cleafrlnghousé L
for Junior Colleges have- consndered the role of community *
services: in the community college. They too have found
- it necessary to develop .definitions. Ar"thd}- M. Cohen
wrote that "Community services.. enjoy the dublous
dlstlnctlon of being the commumty college functuon Ieast
coherently defined, Ieast Ilkely to have finite gogls, least

‘IR ; : ¢ . :
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Cohen also notes that commumty services lack ‘a philpsp=

phy and cOnsequently have substltuted a mode of opera-' 7
tion | whe?/ everyone |s accepted -|nto the Jg:,ommumty

- b . “
servicés program. - ‘; . L o P

John Lontbardi performed -the task of s:ftlng through
the various defipitiobns of commumty serviees and pre-.
senting them in a useful format. HIS ‘1_97&a analys:s .
shows that little agreement on what cdnst:tute’s c0mmun|ty )
servrces in the commumty college has been made s:nce
Harlacher's 1969 work (Lombardl, 1978b) If anything,
the definition of community services was murkier in 1978
than.in 1969, . ’ Lo

Florence Brawer, the third profess.ional associate® of
ERIC, tackled perhaps the most difficult task--attemm"ng
. to reach an unclerstandlng of community services g\rough
def:rﬁtlons . Brawer has worked through the tedlous
task of breaking down and’ separating the various pro-
gram- components that.impinge upon_seach other (i'.ae'.'"
continuing education, adult educa_tion, Iifélong fearning).
Her work 'contributes significantly toward exposing the
problems associated with . understanding community
services as an intellectual concépt. Brawer also aeta~
' forth a classification which, .if adopted,) would provide a
frame,work for defining community college educatlon
(Brawer, 1980). It uses the students’ intentions as the -

. basis for classifying the courses. . -

A final note on definitions. The Executive Commit-..
tee of the National Council on Community Serwice’s and
Continuing Education, at its: meeting in \Danvers, Q/Iassa-' N
-~ chusetts (October 19-20, 1980),. addressed an 3genda

" item relating to a  clarification of community services.

Needless to say): a good definition’ requires further
study, and the topic will undoubtedly appear on a future
agenda of the Executive Commitfee.

-
L
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we beheve . - =

the communlty servnces function. e-lnstead,
that each system of community colleges, while drawing’ on ,
the r.hany. elements commori to community services nation- )
ally, should decide for ntself what constltutes community -

-

segvises, Once deflnltlons are ;acceptable, cqlleges can

‘géet on w1th the business of determmlng how commumty . .
serches fit into .the context of the colleges mission.

. ~‘ -
’ &g .t

Enrollments . . e

N ¥
Total headcount enrollment in credit courses in the
in th‘e fall of 1981 was_.”k

According_ to the most recent -~ N

nation's two-y’ear institutions
nearly 4.9 million persons.

tha avatlablé (Yarrington, 1982), the number of people

. egorted to be enrolled in noncredit acttvutles durlng
* 1980-81 was over four mllhon (the -actual number was

Since most of the;énoncrednt enrolimént
servic.ed; ands taubht tl'lrough community
y of such prcgrams in
»WhHe ’ N

enjoying the success "of numbers, commumty services’ has

much higher).
was recruited,
servuces programs, the success

terms of people served ha§, been overwhelmmg

remained on, the pemphery of the main mission of most
community colfeges, namely that of offering occupationals ) s

technical ‘and transfer courses®and programs and of

providing the student services that support them. .

Many faculty members who teach in degree and -

"certificate programs bdften neither know nor care about,

what is taking place -in the comr'nunity services program.

while .exceptions always ex:st, and while certain’ commun-

ity services’ programs such as art shows ‘or”concerts

have h|gh:V|51b|hty on almost all campuses, the fact -
remains that somethlng many -
faculty members and administrators tend to accept, at

community services |s

best, as alnice thing for the college to be doing. }:

o




Corfmunity Serv:ces Leadershlg

M The f:rst wsues of The Cchmmuhaty Services Catalyst
(Winter, 1971) asked:. rhetorlcally,. "Should There Be. 7
Communlty Colfege Community Servnce Administrators?"

Some 'ten years later, the role of. the commumty servtcesv
administrator is rightfully a-'§oncern to those persons
res_gbnsible for developing effective comr_nur,nty services
programs. -While some colleges classify the community
serv:ces admlmstrator as a dean who reperts' d‘(rjectly to
the presndent of the colfege, a number of comrnunity.
sérvices administrators (some with the title of dean) do
“not report directly to the ‘coflege's chiefaexecutive
officer. Communlty services admpnistrators ,in * some -
states, such as Vlrgm:a, do not use the title of dean
and report diréctly to the academic dean. Aceording to
-one study, the college presidents and academic deans in
the Vlrgmla commumtv""’college system do not wish to
change the “current practice (Glass and Andrew, 1979).

Adding a ‘dean fof commumty services to an already

top-ﬁgavy~ administrative structure is a‘rrm unreahst|c

. @ expectation of small and medlum -sized, colleges. (Some,.

Lo

<

small colleges are reducmg the number of deans. by
comb]nlng instructTon and student services unde: one |
dean ) On the- other haAd, it is unrealistic to think
that community services can move into a major position of
Jeadership natiorally if the person respons:ble' for the
community. sefvices program Iocally cannot win strong
support on ., h|s/her own campus. Community setrvices
need ‘to have & campus advocate in a top posltlon, be it

. pres:dent, vice presldent, academic dean, or dean of

X3 )

commun:ty services. ; . -
.

£ .

Funding - . -
Funding of community services has_ been ‘' and

remains, a - contern -of community college leaders. in

many states, noncredbt courses must be seIf-supportlng.

In Virginia, a 30- percent overhead cost jis added to the
16
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direct cost of noncredit courses.; In
.

staté that has led the nation in community se:’gv:ce activi- -

ties, the passage of Proposition 13 chang

+ . outlook. \ For example, -the funds budge?
L]

for community services in California w

" nearly 24|million dollarg, or 62 percenmt fr

° v R
Caljfornia, the -~

ed t e flnanmal ' -
. H

ed i 1978-197 -
. .
bre r’eduéed~by .t .

om the previous

', year. Thqse budget reductions caused fees for commun-
r . ity servides~courses ' to rise 80 percept - (Irelar;c.ijnd

3

Feuers-Jones, 1980, pp. 1-2).

¢ 1973 still rings true: "With the squ
colleges are under constant ‘pressure to
‘ with less money; no program or activity

of all community services" (Evans, 1973,

If community services in(most state$

Y
are to continue

to .be fully _or ~partly self-supportind, expansion of
community« services in the community kollege's rﬁissionr’j\:
remains less than pco;ﬁ't'ious. One w;jter's advice in

ze of inflation,
accomplish more
is secur-e, least
p. 1. . !

3 -

Mixed Signals .

/7 2o
, Edmund J. Gleazer, Jr. is generajly acknowledged

L as the’ natioh‘s leadimg advocate fgr utilizing thé
[
resources of the communlty college to |solve community

problems. In h:s book The Communlty

hebtér , parks, a\vddety of clubs, an
Gleazer feels tha

the list goes;on.
college is qualified to
) community college studehg are full:tim

17
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college’'s part-time facuity who work as lawyers, real "
- estate brokers, craftsmen, and in other trades and

ollege Values, ~ j

Vision and Vltalltx (1980), Gleazer rgles that the
commun:ty collége should serve as the |nexus O0f a com-
munlty Iearmng system. - Included in-the system would o

P \ se cols, coileges, libraries, television statjons, ,
N . Y
t

- trade unions--
1

thes community s

play the nexus role because many

workers and at}§

the same time|fill such ci uc roles as officers in unlons,
board members of libraries or the YMCA, and so on.
" Also fostering the nexus role are many of the community

- brofessions that serve toiopen the doors between the ‘ !
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community Ahd the cpmmunrty college. As Gleazer puts

., . it, "Tlhrough lts vertical connectign in ‘the educatiqnal

~ ° hierarchy and .its@.horizontal relationship with other

community agencles, the commumty college can literally

be the middle U (Gleazer, 1980, p. 1. . . .

If the commun|ty ‘college performs the hnkmg func+

¢ tion to the c&egree awnsnoned by Gleazer, seems

. " obvious that muh of t \responsibility ‘for ‘coordinating

the activities of the var, us community agenctes will fall

under the purview oU eo?nmumty serviges, division.

But communily ervncesi lnlstrators‘ are receiving

other sign}als that may |nfpuence how much effort may be
g|ven to performing the qeﬁ?;s function. -

'T‘ As competntlon for both full- and part-time stbdentsv

’ mcreases, and as college . adm‘Tmstrlations receive constant

pressure fto contirtue to grow ‘n what is predlcted to be

a ho- growth/ period, commun:ty ser\)lces adm’nnstrators
v

4 * .are often not unduly cor\t?erned with' performlng a nexus
function. lnstead, the pres:dent of the local college
often calls fdr the community services division to produge.
(or at least to identify) only credlt students .who will
contribyte to the funding base’ of -the college; this stance
' ' often contradlcts many commumty serv:ce's activities. _As
on‘é writer notes, a common sofution \to the fundlng
probiem is to fonvert as many community'services actlvn-
ties. as possible into credit courses (L gardi, 1978a,
p 25). However, more recent activities Iin many states
‘4 ‘are mr}dolng this tendency 'as state-level b ards set more
strmgen\cmmma for cnedit courses. o <~
W|th the philosophy set forthl‘o‘y Gleaze Qlacing the

community service

uActions in the mainstream of the
, at the same time, with the insist-
mpus and’ administration for. more and

. oliege's mission a

: \ e of the local

s re credlt courses, communlty services adknlnlstrators
\\ are receiving contradlctory sagnals \ Moreovefr, as com-

r}\un,ity° services *administrators interpret the various

-ERIL
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signals, they must be cargfut n‘o't to alienate the ‘fac,ulty"
whp teach in ‘the degree programs Any. attempt-o» the °
part of commumty services to convert the college ipto
anythlng other than an institdtion of. "hlgher" educatlon
will | meet with res|stance from those faculty members )
who have committed themselves to teachlng |n dnsclpllnes
with the goals of awardlng recognized college credits and

degrees.‘ Just as they must work to deflne(g:ommunlty .
the

R —clogely, . with the comm‘unlty services dlv;slon to slft

services, local campus leaders need to, work more
/* ‘through the varlous messages from other units” of the

f
college and to set prlorltnes for the focal campus.

Reexamlnlng the MISSlOn ’ oo,

as suggested the Tollowmg that
long and

The foregomg
the concept .of [« services has a

accepted h|story in l’ugher educatlon- in general and in

mum ty

th‘e communlty college in particular; that although much
. tlme and energy has been devoted to deflnlng community
. (] umversany agcepted defmmon exists; that
B * ., certain college field hdve
. articulated a phllosophy of commumty services and havfa
-set forth a framework whereby that philosophy can be
that

servnces,

Iaders in the communlty

mcorporated into the" communrty college missiof;
funding and leadership for commumty servnces have been
and continue to be a problem, that national apd campus
leaders often send confllctlng slgnals to the communlty
services lea‘aershlp; flnally, ‘that communlty"ser-
= wvices has notT achieved itg full potential in 'part because
- commumty serv;ces has not been develoged w;thm the.
o context. of the total college communlty. As a result, ;C

communltyjerwces mission in todays community colf

and,,

should be reexamlned to create an envuronment for its
C a2, fulfillment;
' o * division should seek consénsus and -commjtment within
state, 'and

upon reexamlnatlon, the communlty servcces

"":': thée college comm'unlty and among local,

-y . .
3 4 . -

o . national policymakers. .. )
. o ;o . '

~




“Conclusion™ ~ . ._' " ' .
< As cornmunity college leaders seek tp reestablish the - ‘
. cominunity services miion, they should realize that
many of the actlwtles once\ consldered to~be the ,domaln

,,.'- of éommunlty services ha\\/e been “absorbed into the

" regular mstructipnal program. For example, community

* .services served as the cataiyst on many campuses far
bringing part-time students to the community collegeT™™
Part-time students now outnumber full-time students, and
are vital.to the very survival of much of the instruc-

. tional program Commun—ity services_leaders were also

. mstrumental in bringing older women and minorlties |nto
the community cotleges instructional program, these,

. - too, are now integrated info the instructional‘mainstream.
,Community services administrators have ‘Ipng advocated -
offering specialized courses Jfor industry. Today, with !

s the thrust toward . occupational-technical edu'cation,~ the
regular mstrugtlonal program offers not enly specnallzed

: courses for mdUstr,y but degrees for lndustry as well.

Other examples abound of - community service$ being
adopted by the community col‘ege s instructional program.

- Community services leaders 'can pursue one of two
_ courses of action: ,they can point to their accqmplish-

" * ments with‘ pride and settle for the . minor rolg of

»g-\-m initiating, advocating, ano developing aspects of the .

. colleges misgion that are carried on by other units of

the college; or, they themselVes can foster their‘ accom-
stnents, draw ypon a rlch history of communlty
services in higher’ education, ,and seek “to establish
community services in" higher education as a ur\lque and
vital part of the community college mission. if they
choose the latter course, they must remember that the

4

primdry mission of a community college’ is educational;
how community rvices Iis |ntegrated into th|s mission

« '

{ may not only de erimne the future of community services

’
fl

- but of the community college in general. .S
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The democratization of higher education in .’merica 4
reached new heights during the 1970s when literally
millions of working aduilts began attending college on a
part-time basis. Unprec dentéa in £he numbers serx'red,
the adult education movement of the past decade carried
the” idea of citizen education to new. heights. In the

S center ‘of the movement, and in many cases leading the
charge to meet the demands of these “new"\\gtudents,
v were the natlon s community colleges. ‘ /

The large number of adults enrolling m communlty
‘colleges changed the makeup of the student bodies at
these institutions. Older and more experienced than the
typical full-time student, these part-time students viewed .
their) role as Eitizen as primar;l and their student role as .
secondary, thus reversing the ‘—ag"e-oldﬂco:mcept of the
student-citizen. Committed to learning rather than to a’

, Pparticular college, these adults returned to college for

any number of reasons--to learn new skill, to improve
,a'skill, to mget new people, to inprov,e hthé quality of -

-] life, to get ‘out of the house--the st is. viFtuaily endless. .
Regardless o—f why they eproll, most adults view college “
attendance as a means .of adding a new dimension -to
.their lives. ’ ' o

) Often the adults attending community colleges enroll _
in actlvmes and courses desngned admlnlstered’ and
.cqnducted by the college's division of'.communlty ser-
vices, thus plac:qg the commumty services administrators
in the somewhat enviable position of having an almost
limitless supply of students with needs:f;as diverse as
the pOpuI‘atibh itself. Many commuﬁity services adminis-
trators have resﬁonded by cranklng out more amd more
courses coyermg' every s/ub;ect imagjnable In .some

colleges, , program planning, consisted of little more than
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{ delternﬁning what. co'urses' had been success'ful previously
- and offering more of the same, or of discove;ing some
segment of the community that had not been “serviced"
previously. Whule there, are exceptlons to the above
generalizations, commumty services program p!ann:ng on

. many campuses consists of little more than offering a

‘ number of broad-based, unrelated courses-»a‘ﬁ‘a act:v:t:es
’ ‘ The broad-based appreach to community services

has been highly- successful in terms of the number of

studerrts served. ) The Chronicle of Higher Education

(1982) stated that, accordlng to statistics released by
the Natlonal Center for Education Statistics (NCEsa over-

21 million adults (one-fourth. of whont took courses in

two-year. colleges) took part in continuing education

Adult education is defmed by

. programs during 1981
NCES as "courses and organized eéducational activities
taken part time, '(whetﬁer for credit of noncredit, by
adults 17 years b{ age or _over" (Chronicle of Higher
Educatlon, 1982). The point is that commumty services
programs can accomplish a great deal by providing

act:vmes,& activities clearly in

organized educational

keeping' wath the educational mission of the commumty

college There is potential harm in distorting the com-

‘ ) hunity services mission by departing too far from the
'orgamzed educational program and becoming too deeply

- involved in trying to solve social and economic issues of

the communlty in ways other than~® through offering

qrganlzed educatlonal act:vmes which speak to those

T issues. Indeed, the educatlonal umbrella the community
college has chosén for itself (or which has been chosen

' for it) encompasses any number of activities that can
and should be defined as educational. However, con-

s:dermg the increasing numbers of participants in life-

. ‘ long learnlng activities and a concomltant need for more

structure (and. cons:dermg that many adults are  dis-

}
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mind when returning. to college),

L] -
_administrators ‘need to take a new look at. program

Py

- - planning. ) o - -

—e P ¢

Drawing Some Boundaries

community services

Although orne sho.u‘ld avoid the quicksand of overly -

s
precise definitions, one should draw some boundagies

around community services activities which would keep

___them from geparting too far from the educatiopal mission

of the college.
college as primarily educational, it fojlows that in order
tovintegr;a-te community services/into the college's mission,
t;je educational,

the thrust of community services mus
- \ N - -

not ‘social or economic.

The remainder of this chapter will be devoted to a’

disgussion of how community services might be more fully
integrated into the college's mission; how a frame;vorli of
aduit learning theory might aid program planning; and,
how a unifying ‘theme can help program planning evolve.
Chapter Four will discuss the funging situation, and
chapter five will" focus upon community services leader-

,

ship. .

If one accepts the role of the community¥

>
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Playing the Numbers Game
is that

o
Community Services Courses:

An accepted axiom in much of education
courses come together in some organized structure and
result in programs. This axiom has had little \meaning in
many. com unity services divisions which view courses as
their owh-, end. Consequently, Inttle or no effort is
expended to assure that one course |s related to another,
chh less to a progam. Community services$. courses
often are offered untll they have served their lmmedjate
purppse; again, a"
becorhe a permanent part of the instructional

A Iatk of program planning also resuits in cgmmunity

serVides ollege's

d:scarded until needed never

rogram.
the periphery of the

lingering on

. \ .
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- . In many .instances, the plethora of courses tradi~

tionay_y offered. by the community services division has
served to introduce farge numbers of middie class citizens

e 7T 1o rhe community college. These courses have praovided

dileges with excellent public relations, in spite of,

riticisms aimed at the least substantial offe;ﬁgs
Isuch as bél|y ancing. Indeed, credit and noncredlt
courses offered through community services have been
an important meaws for introducing higher education to
major segments of the p')bp‘u'l'ation (the homemaker who
enrolls in college after many years of staying at home;
the worker who, on his/her own initiative, decides to

upgrade his/her skills; the high school dropout; and )

.

éthers). The introduction has used a "soft" approach, ’
requiring little co;prrﬂfm the part of. the individual
and almost no penalty for failure.

“At a time when much of hlgher education is facing -
éutbacks, community servuces, with its flexibility and
.responsiveness, may be on the 'verge of a renaissance.
For exafiple, it is estimated that 90 perc;znt of the
current labor force will still be working in 1990 and 75

e L

\

.

percent will still be working-wn 2000. In/light of the
training and retraining needs of industry alone, co_m-.
munity services courses should be in great demand; and,
the division of community services,' with its strong ties
to business and industry, would be inl‘a better position
,than any other'segment of the colleée to provide ser- ?
vices. Thus, the "course approath" (both credit and
noncredity, which has been used..so successfully by
communijty, services, should remain an optipn along with
semmars, conferences and other approaches, no matter
which direction the communlty servnces mission may take.
Nb otRer approach has »E flexibility, the ease of imple-
\ mentation, the low cost, "nd the general a'ppeal associ-
\\ ated with the development of ‘short courses to meet

CIPN specmc needs. U
. J
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In spite of '.tne many positive attributes -of the
course approach to community services, certain weak-
nesses exist. In many instances, the ;ingle ‘l;nost
important criterion for offering -a'course has bee'n its
popularity. If enough students show up, the course is
offered; if not, it is cancelled. In recent years, even
large enroliments of students have net justified offering
@ course; course developers‘have had to deter;mine if
the course could be offered for credit, thus making it
elnglble for state support " The popularity test, while
valld in some instances, is not an adequate way of
deciding what courses should be offered.

"The populairity approach plates the community
setvices administrator in the position of reacting to
trends_ rather than of providing educational feadership.
Priorities are not establishéd on sound program plannlng-
but oh popularity.- A course in’water usage, determmed
to be unpopular in terms of numbers enrolled may be
the smgle most |mportant cour;se a ruraI community
coﬁege could offer, yet fhe decision may be made to

' offer disco dancing rath‘er t‘ﬁan water usage, because

——— —— ~of the popularity of dfsco.~ “White—this example—ts—am ——— —]

\ extreme one, similar decisions are made lgy community
services administrators. thousands of times, a year; popu-
Iarlty is the overriding theme in decndlng what to offer.

To simply react is not good enough; leadershlp must
|de,nt|fy new and changing demands. v

Communlty services admnnustr{tors have, in some
instances, been forced to play the numbers game. by, .
coliege presidents, who are intereéted only in those

.

courses that genefate state revénues, and by legislators,
who refuse to fund adequately nopdegree and special
interest courses. Some of the fault belongs with the

__community services dlws:on for its neglect of certain
Segments of the population. K. Patricia Cross (1981a),-
among others, has mvestlgated who part:c:pates tn adult




R learmngf She .uses several definitions. of the aduit _

\*- iéarner, based on: th/,NCES definition (that is, part-t:me
{earners 3ax:tfcfﬁt7ng in orgamzed |nstruct|on) Cross
relggrt's that the groups serlously underrepresented in~.

- - )/ﬁganlzed |earn|ng actlvut:es are the elderly, Blacks, ' “

__non-high—schoot- graduates, and those with incomes of ’

less than $10,000 {(p. 53-54). Cross also point;s out that ..

the col]ege graduate is more than twice aa likely to *

participate in. organized learnjng activities  than the
noncollege graduate and “that the hlgh school graduate
,-t‘s more than ‘twice as I|kely to participate “as is- the

L) "
. * nongraduate. Thé conclusion is obvious: the more
= "=, { education one has, the more oné want$ and gets (p. 55). , .
- The community services administrator has a special -
) e

- - ebliéatmn to sérve as advocate for the underreprésented
. l\r‘ groups. Yet, any approach that bases course offerings .

oh popularlty wnll almost guarantee the neglect of these

ygrqy)ps. _For exarpple, it is unreallstlc to expect high

* school dropouts to ‘become motlvated in large enough

. " " numbers to’. “justify" courses to méet their neéds.

Tl Moreover; these groups want more than a course; tt*ney
— vﬁermm—programs—whoohnhm_a_begmnmg_and_am_
ending and‘whichvlead somewhere (e\genA if it is into

another program) other than to the next p;opular course,

which fay or may not speak to their needs.  These o
‘groups' need more structure than is associated witlg the
course approach to community service%. ' ,
o o There are groups otl';’er than the ones discussed by h‘

Cross who lose in the numbers game. Many colleges, for
. example, find, it difficult to take courses to the people
’Iiving in the more raral segments of the service region /

because there are not enough people ihterested
- . _single course to justify offering it if enrollme

“only criteric:;n. .The regult is that rural residents do not
Lt .have ‘the cq:urses bréught ta them, they do not make the
I long trek ‘tb the campus, and thus they do not enroll in

i N
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. , college. The community services division has an obllga-.

N

tion to serve its rural copstltutents‘, e\gen thouglg the
cost may be high. . -
-The decision to serve Zore.fully the underrepre~"

sented groups should not ‘be made by the comp;unity

™\ services division alone; indeed,“too many decisions are
cu'rrer'\tly made in isofation by ggmmunity services leaders.
If the underrepresented groups are to be served _more
fully, the college president and board must bé commltted

to this service and the mussuon of the college must

refleq‘f‘. this ~ commltment on the  .other ‘hand, even

without a change in mission, the -community services
€ - . ’ N .

.administrator can plan programs and activities id. a

manner th{at brings them more into the mainstream of the
collége mission;
-*and e%tegratton of actlvmes must be given a hjgher
priority than in, the past and must enlist the support of

in order to accomplish thjs, planning

the full-time faculty. * ¢

’Bringing Co;nmunity Services into the Mainstream

¢ . Members of the rengar faculty do not always iden-’,,
tify with the cpommunity col\lege‘s' community. services
division. —The fair=time faculty at oneé college took a dim

‘view of being assigned one or two, courses in the com-

munity ‘services division. They also had negative feelings

the two-thirds of the '

college's offerings eman/ating from the community services ’
area (Green, Shepherd, ahd Cfaft, 1978, p. 43). The
facufty in two Calufornla colleges passed a resolution
condemnlng thelr district's ﬂollcy o’ awardlng transfer“
cred‘t for courses presented over open-curcult televusuon
*The full-time faculty should” b&é fnvolved in com-
munity services activities for the fé[lowing reasons:
(1) the shift toward, more part-time than full-time stu-

many of whom are participants

services programs, means tnat' full-time faculty, if. they

1 teach only fu!l—time_.s,tudenfs, will ‘have fewer .contacts

toward possibility “of having

dents, . in ¢community

E




T T, v;vitrr-thatr—ﬂportion -of- the stuéent body .g;lhich makes up R
‘ . “the majority of the college's students; (2) as training
and retraining - become even more . . important to the

nation's well-being, community colleges, and especially

., the community services division, will likely be expected
to do mo;re\in this area than 4 the past, and it seems.

ill-advised to exclude full-time faculty from this important -

undertaking; (3) full-time faculty can often supplement &

their lncome by teaching an "overload" in the community
services program, and (4) if community serv:ces engages

“in mostly organlzed educational activities, full-time .
faculty wilt’ better understand the commumty‘ services L

mission and will be more likely to support that mission.

Involving the full-time facuity in community services

can be done in a number: of ways. The simplest and

most practical way, it ‘seems, would be to assign com-

munity services activities as a part of a regular teachrng

load. Va@ghan (1975) suggested that the gap between

commhnit{z services and the regular instructional program

could be. bridged by committing 20 percent of each

full-time ' faculty member's teaching | Ioad° to . community

services. Looking back, it now _appears that that the 20-

percent commltment to commumty services was a blt
idealistic, although an assignment of some type in com-
., munlty services is desirable. If the assignment is a
credit course, it would count toward the. fulfillment of
the faculty members regular teaching load; a noncredit .
course would entitle the faculty member to additional.
compensatlon .
Individual faculty members themselves would receive ~

¢ r

a number of benefits from teaching community services”
courses.. Among them are the following: a greater
variety of courses to choose from, enabling the faculty

member to teach the more specialized courses which are

often not available in the first two Yyears of most
programs; -course development, providing the full-time

ek . 4
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faculty member wnth a greater opportumty to be mnova-ff
tlve'than is the case |n more tradltlonal programs;
'exposure to a segment of . the,; student body to Wthh
he/she is normatly less exposed--and the segment hat 154’
l:)ecomnng more and nTore the domlnant one on ampus,
he pOSSlblllty of br|ng|ng ‘academic- theor‘y to a body ol:
i&dents wTo are -steeped in practlce, and, the oppor-
.«tanity to kpow their communities better by, teachlng the

Y
Y

x

.clt'zen student r*ather than the younger sfucfent-cltlzen.

£ If the full ‘tine faculty member devotes a percentage

,.of time tp teaching commumty services courses" someone
must fill the gap Ieft |n “the regular instructional pro=
gram. The ‘”_§omeone" will be,. m alt probability, the,
part-time facuity member v!ho is/,a fcommunity services"
faculty member. But here, too; advantages flow to the
college by permitting faculty members- to move from thep
commun|ty serwces program to the regular |nstruct|onal

program and vice versa._ Some advantages to the part-

t{i faculty member and to the college result from thelr'

pa
studehnts are exposed‘ to the banker, the attorney, and

v——«——others—who»Me—praeﬁe—a’r ~knowledge,—ratherthan-being —+=x-

tied solely to academic theory; consequently, the full~

icipating ip the regular instructional program. The
’

tlme, often anexperlenced, student receives the practical
side of the picture along with the theoretical side which

,|s normally® presented by the full-time facuity member
As a result, the part-time faculty member gets a dlffer-
ent view of the college and its programs, thus becoming
a»pot:ent’ial advocate for.the entire college.

, While the abowve advantages appear desirable, the
most important result of the "faculty exchange" “is that,
through the 'us'e of full-time faculty in the commuity
services program, thég\college brings community, seryices
into closer contact with the regular ipstructional pro-
gram. Assuming that all organized educational activities
are thé responsibjlity of the chief academic officer, the

I8 .
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organizational structure itself promotes é coherence Ehat
is missing it the community servicés and regular mstruc-
tional programs go in different d:rectlons OrgamZa-
tional _coherence is espeg;ially”;.implor_tan't if commnunity

services moves into structured program planning.

Advantages of Program_Plannin and Development
By involving the full-time faculty n/'n commun:ty

5erv:ce§, a major avenue is opehed for program plan-
n:ng Commumty serwces"‘zwll be evaluated by a faculty
member accustomed to teaching courses as a part of
programs. Yet, the involvement of full-time facuity
alone is not enough to bring community services into the.
mamstrea?n of the college's educational program
Community services must regam a number of options
for offering instruction. When possible, courses should
be’ related to programs to assure ad antages such as the
following. " 2
1. The plans, of the community services division
should‘ be included in the college's long-range curriculum
plahs, a_situation made possible through progran{‘plar}ning.
* Such inciusion will help insure the a,llocation,of faculty,
rfacrlmes, -and}dollars to the commumty services dlwf:on.
ejﬁts, and espec:ally older students who
have 7b‘een out of the educatloﬁal process for a number of
years, need to feel t#\at the educatlonal process will
complete a. phase of their educatjon. The community
services student should not have to settle for pot luck.
The eommunity services student,becorﬁes discouraged if
availagle courses are used up or if no award, other than
grade reports, is'in sight.s . .

3. Many . businesses and-industries have' provisions
for Jéng-range.. educational opportunities for  their
employees. A planned training. program can eliminate
some fru‘strations of the course-by-course approach.
Moreover, most industries havé incentive plans that pay

for program completiori btjt rarely for course completion.

3
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4, By plannlng. programs, community services

. “prowdes st’udents with “the opportumty to plan their

_' * careers based on a career:ladder concept, thus relating * .
past and present educatidnal attivities tg future .plans._ —_— '
N In addition to permitting one progrim to phild on ~ \"Ez
.:,.,, mwanother, the ladder concept permits the gollege\and the
student to avoid costly dupllcatlon in} cqurse offerings
and duplications . |th|r'r sequential courses.: Community /
. services and ipdustry must not makel,"tire same costly
: ' . mistakes that the nursing profess:on ﬁas made in many
states in failing, wuntil recent!y,_ tg%’b ujld the career'\
ladder co into program planning. | : ‘ "
: 5.- By pac‘fagirlg courses 'ﬁntp,%meaqingful pro- T
C. grfams, community services administrators| can alleviate
) some of the criticismsg. that result from e‘ffe ing unrelated
coursés'. For ex'ampkje |f a course in skiin |s presented - s,

3

as the phy'eical education oomponent of a' twoyl
degree program, it is Iess‘hkely to. be |offered & a “
. purely recreational cpurse. The publlc often views
" courses that are uncoordinated in srelatio shlp to each '
other and to the college (curriculum as a quéstionable use
of college resournces; co&rses grouped |nto rograms, that

o lead to employée upgrading are viewed mo e posmvely

- * |

Community Services and thé Adult Learner . ' .
Community services leaders have not ignored the

adult learner. Classes are scheduled at convenient times

and locations (for example, three-hour ‘blogks ta permif

the working adult Wime more effec ively); some
- progress has beepn made towar;i awarding credit based on’
experj'ience. Nevertheless, much remains ta be done in .
pla.nning ‘programs for the adult learner. he majority
of community services planners have inadequately dealt
with the foll.owing questions: In what way ; are adﬁlts

- treated differently from younger students? What are thé. s
implications for . fac‘tyy members who Have taught .
younger students and“who’ now teach older ones? Should

L4
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full-time faculty membefs have spdgial’training to teach
. in the COmml:lni.tV services program where they are more
- Inkely to encounter older students” wh¥t can be done to
introduce the faculty to adult learping theory‘; Should
. adylt transitions be considered in buildi a program?
' why do the mgajority of adults_fail to participate in orflan- .
ized educat";al activities? How can' the community -
. services a&ministr‘atdr translate’. theory intq pxractice?
The list seerr.ls end.less, but the point is that most
, classes dre aught by fagedly members in basically the ,
same way, regardless pf the age or life experiences of
K . their studenfs. It seem, inconceivable that community

§ervices has ilt more of its activities around what

5

* we know about the adult learner. .
-, Commumt_y services agmlmstrators need to realize
,  that adults have special needs that go beyond scheduling ¥
classes in the evenir/g or at allocal bl:ISInESS. Moreover, \\;
/ when the communi‘ty services administrator brings adult
learning <theory o0 bear on prog planning, it is
highty likely that "the college's COUTS“;\!V'Q services will
be brotpht into the planning process, thus moving com-
,muni.ty service) even clos#.to the mainstream of eollege ,
' activities. - -— 7 .
" Two recent works sholld” be considered by com- ‘
/ munity services administrators who wish °to"<bring adult

& - .
K‘ * Jearning ‘theory . to be‘arl “on  pregram  planning.
' . K, Patricia Cross's Adults as Learners. Increasing

Participat’ion and Facilitating Learning (19813) is an ‘;k

- ’ excellent summarys of the current research on adult P
learning. it serves as a gulde for further readmg and

. provudes practical suggestions for educating adults. The
. book is also valuable because of Cross's close asst}c»atlon
s with and understanding of the community college.

Anoth that should be read by community service *
2administrators is Afericans insTransition: Llfe Changes”
ds Reasons ‘Vbr Aduit Learning by Carol Aslanlan and.

v
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Also,‘ fike, Cross, the authors ‘are familiar’ ‘with’ t“he

communlty college's mnssu:n.6 o . - e
o e « 9 2 L. ..
B ' -

A - Developlng a_Coherent_Theme

Through program development, communlty services v
can bring-~a greater degree of coherence to its offerlngs )
However, program development alone will not sufflce o V
pface community sﬁrv1ces in a leadershlp posltlon What ’
;ommunlty -services needs .is  a unlfylng theme to def|ne I A
‘more clearly its own purpoSe and that,tof the college e
o If developlng -a unifying theme that communlty PR

=" services*can rally around is a valid |dea, what should it .
incorporate? Certainly .communlty servnces must continue
T . to work with part t|me adult students, it n?us\,t continue
to work with Busnness and |ndustry The theme» should
be supported by the college at large, 'should, have ‘the
. potentlal for bringing about change, -and should be a
theme that will imprové the qualltx'I of tife for our nat)6n ;

»\.

. We are suggesting thiat com umty ser\/ces shouId

. ' rally around the age-old concep,é o* cmzenshlp edUCatlon
Slmpl.y stated, the purpose of clté‘enshlm education |s to ,
provlde individuals wnth the tools? to func?’tlon ffectlvely "
in today‘s society, a purpose in keeplng with the» com- /

munlfy college s tatal missnon - o .
e The teaching of cltlzenship educatlon in the two- .
year college emerged early i the. colleges hlstory ]
lndeed, over, 50, years ago, two, of the patr|ar¢hs of the '

~jurpor cotlege * movement vuewed/ the teaching of citizen-

l
ship as 2 major ‘reason for the cdllege's existence (Eells, }
L 1931, b&”lQSf Koos, 1925, pp. 19-28). Another early i
Junlor college advocate, Alexls Lange, stated m 1915 that
the provldlng of "quwc educatlon“ should be a part of , ’*
the junior coll“éges mission (!-.'ells, 1931, pp 195-196). f '

A more recent--statement by Robert J. Havlghurst

(197,1) emphaslzes the role of 'the community collége 'in

. ) . _‘ . §3‘ -~ ' e i - . ‘-f
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promotlng th.e c.it‘uzens’hip function. He beileves, and we

agree, tHAT the community college must go beyond teach-
‘wi g_people about their JgoVernment.7 He states that “the .
M.&tnzensﬁlp- functlon would not. be |nterpreted in purely.
rationat terms as the - |mpart|ng of knowledge on civic
affairs. It also uacludes a large, nonintellective @spect
of bu'ldlng towar;é‘ social coheslon by enlisting young

people and matur‘é adults in tHe exchange of ideas and

~experiences relatlve to the problems of I|V|nge——m""tﬁ”e"“‘r ‘)
modern community" (Hawghurst, 1971, . p- ‘157). Advo- ;
cating an approach promoted by the American Association f

H

of Comn;‘unlty and Junior . Colleges durlng “the past
sever\ years, Havughurst suggests that all segments of
“soaety come together in” community forums to examlne
cofimunity issues and to- propose solutions to ‘problems,
thus fostering communications betweén various ethhic,

religious, _and socuoeconomld groups (1:931 ‘p. 1573

]
¥

call for civic educatlon received a new impetus
from a_1981 Calgnegle Foundatlon essay by &rgest Boyer
. and Fredy Hechinger. 'These quthors asser"t tHat "as a
\natlon,,,vfe are becomlng qw(:ally |mterate Unless we ' |,
\fmd better waYs to educate ourselvés as citizens, we
\run tt)e l‘lS’k oﬁ drifting unwnttlngly |nto a new kind of .
Dar‘k Age =a tlme when small cadres of specnallsts wu‘il
<ontrol eknOWIedge and thus controI the dgcnslon-makung
process" (1981, p. 47). Comnien ihg that citizenship
educationgis ~a i elong~process, oyer and«‘He“Tnnger
.note_ that higher ec} cation is falljhg short in meeting ‘the
“civic needs “bf its students. Jwhile older students are
going I;atsk to.:school, the sad fact is that, on many
campuse;, lifelong learning remains a program without
purpose. Adult Education courses grow Iike'"Topsy'--but
" goals are not.well defined" (p. 49). "We Propose thai
the natlons college; and universities beco systemati:
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lt would *appear thab- communnty colleges have ¥
golden opportumty to take a leadership role in provndmg )
education for citizenship, and.no segment of the college's _—

>
!

operation is in a better position to fulfill the leadership
rofe on campus than is the commupity services division.
_What has beem missing, and what is needed, is a o
unifying .theme of citizenship education that will givé .
coherence,to the many activities that community services

has done with such vigor, and in many cases, has done

well.

"Conclusion © T :
This chapter Has argued that cor_nmunit)} services . ¢
can and should move into the mainstream of community’

- college activities. This movement can be accomplished ¢
by devoting more time to program development, by ’ ‘
integrating full- time faculty into community services
actfvities, and by identifying and developing a central

theme around whitH community services and the college .

Y

can rally. However, without financial resources and
enlightened leadership, the arguments of this chapter

- have little meaning.

- e
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e : FUNDING COMMUNITY SERVICES:. ’ e
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. ¢ AN EXPRESSION OF COMMITMENT?
. . : )
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Ask any.commuriity college administrator to list the . -
" major problems facing' community colleges toddy, and ;
4funding ‘will undoubtedly appear at or very near the top
of the list. Recent surveys provide ample veriflcatlon
Johnson (1979) reported that financial support rankedl
behind only collective bargalnlng as the, most critical '
probtem in the nearly fifty coil S he vns:ted in 1977\-
) 1978. Gilder (1986) reported th:iresults of an’ informal
survey of 400 com\mun'ity 'collel‘ge presidents conducted by
Gleazer in which financing 'was first among auist of
Ieadirng issues confronting’ those‘ pre'sidents, in the
immediate future And |n a natlonal survey of state . e
i directors of community colleges conducted in the fall
T‘ © 4 df 1980, and again in a limited follow=up in 1981,
Wattenbarger and Bibby (1981) reported a host of fin-
ancial problems in the responding states. In fact, of
those states ® reporting, only Texas and New Mexico
i mdlcated no financing problems at that time. '
" A cursory review of the titles of a few recent books K
and monographs in  higher educition reinforces the ,‘
centrality of this issue to all of hlgher education. )
_‘ " Community services pract:t:oners ‘are especuaIly concerned
about the state of fundmg. Atwell and Sullins (1977) --
referred to financing as a “major ‘dilemma." lreland' v
p (1982), Kintzer (1980), armd Sackson  (1981) have .
chronicied ,the 'impact of  the Jarvis-Gann _amendment ’
(popularly known as Proposition 13) in California and
similar amendments in, othér states. 'Based on the .
studies of six Cal:forma commumty colleges conducted in
the summer of 1979, Jackson concluded that Proposition
13 d:id not bring about fundamental changes either in t;e
colleges or in their program and. activities except ina

94 s,
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shxft o,f classes from evemng and weekends to weekdays\
and In "the pear elimination of extensuve £émmunity=
service progr;ams, where they exnsted" (Jackson, 1981,
p.. 150).: . ) :

Ifeland's 1982 work, more recent and more com-
prehe_nsi\'/e than _Jackson's, simply adds support and :
depth to earlier reports. A partial bgil-out f;'om sta‘tev
surpluses in the year immediately following the Jarvis-
Gann amendment and the: t.;se of college reserves softened
the expeéted impact of the tax-cutting' legislation in
fiscal year 1979. I;!w fiscal year 1980, however, com-

_munity services revenue in California community colleges

declined _by 16 per‘cent. Perhaps of equal importanqe',

,the primary source of revenue shifted to Ioc'af’rgeﬁeral

» ‘. B
fund support with fees constituting nearly a third of the

O

ERIC

.
i J

X'evenue base, an increase of 71 percent over the pre-

ceding Yyear. . .

As might be expected, the axe fell uneventy_éﬁ—
t)}f)es of community services programs. Enroliments in
the ir;struction component of the community services
program -suffered only a 3. percent decllne but fees

increased 80 percent. Recreational, cultural, and com-

"munity development programs experienced major enroll-

ment declines, a‘c;:ounting for 75 percent of the total
drop in the number of participants statewide (lreland,
1982 ‘

No claum is made here that the California experlence
is typlcal or even re_presentatlve of communtly services
programs nationwide. These figures do serve, however,
to underline the contention that the issue of adequate
undipg is one of rﬁajor concern not only to presidents,
- ancellors, and deans, but also to, those who labor in
tRe vmeyard of communlty serwces.

Research and ,sy,stematlc surveys aside, " willaim
Keim, a long-time community. services practitioner, pin-
pointed the, issue: . "The name of today's game is finance" .
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non of an effectuve, comprehens:ve program of commumfy

§erV|cf> and the lack of such fundlng in. some states

and a onfe lnstltutlons has resulted in a8 serious decline

in cbmmunlty services programming.

. The purpose of this chapter is to review ways in
=

which community services programs are funded across
the country, to examine how these funding patterns

atfect programming in some states, and, to raise several

.

questlons central to fundinge ) .

-
v

<

Funding ‘Sources -

“Funding sburces for community services arise from '

the same limited sources as the rest of higher education:

federal, state, and local ‘tax support; fees; and gifts or
’

grants. from ihdividuals, businesses, and foundations.

. Y v .
To a greater or Iesser’extent, community services pro-

gramsvhave Renefited from ali of these funding sources.
Space limitations prohibit detailed analysis of all possibie
sources of revenue In, keeping with the amount of

~income emanatnng from each source, this discussion will

center principally upon tax, ‘revenue. from the state and
local levels and upon revenues from user fees. -
v
The lack of attention here to revenue from the

‘federal government and from, gifts and grants shbuld not

be construed as diminishing the importance of these
sources. Fuhdé from' Title. | of the Higher Education Act
of 1965 (as amended) wereﬂ available for community serv-
ices programs_until the exprratlon of that portion of the
Act in 1980 (Harrington, 1977, pp. 141- 13}4) In fiscal
year 1978, fdr eXample, .174 public four-yea:'- colleges,
(26 percent of all |nst|tut|ons receiving awards) received
funding under Title “I=A (Natlonal Advisory Council,
1979, “p. ‘136)1, Other colleges have. used CETA
(Compreherisive  Employment and Training Act) and

otherfederal funds to support comrpunity services
" S

activities. - -

..{Keim,. 1976, p. 8). Adequate funding is the - ine-gu'a' = - <

o~ 2




While not a major fundlng ‘sotirce natconatly, prlvate o ,
foundations and commumty organlzatlons have contrlbuted -
) * to some colleges. Accurate . repontmg on the volume and N ’
' utilization of . these types of <fun;:ls would require a v
. A college-by-college canvass.', Gollattscheck{/’ Harlachér,
' Roberts, and Wygal (1976, pp. 74 78) state the case for
seeking ‘these funds in a clear and succinct manner,
oy although they do not provide evndence of the level of
. funding from these sourcess . .

Even though' funds from these -sources may be
available, they usually are,‘ hmlted, often restricted,
short-term, and sometimes requlre m%tchlng funds from
the college. For most institutions, .funds from these

; so_urces_are viewed' as supplemental, not the basis upon
l which a comprehensive progtam of community Services is

e built. .? - .

S e - ;

" State A|d . /

PR Just as community colleges have changed over the

years, so has the role of;;‘the state in finahcing commun-
ity college programs. The early, junior colleges, mostly
extensions of secondary schools, were sypported mainly
from local funds Partly due to concerns about equ:tyg,
but afso reflecting the growinb recognition of community
. collegess as a vital link in a total syetem of education,
i ‘° the states graduafly\assumgd an increasing responsnblluty
for funding. Wattenbarger and -Bibby (1981) reported
that the state share of community college ‘operating. .
'/ income in 1980 was 66 tpercent compared to 51 percent
only 12 years before. '

Even’ more,receng data released by the Education
Commission of ‘thé States (ECS) reveal that, of the 49
states that have public twg-year colleges, 34 (Jver
two-thjrds) provided ‘half or more of the operatlng, \

S “revenue for community colleges.” The median percent of
operating funds provided by all 49 states is 63 percent _'
_ with state support ranging from just under 20 percent in

ws ~
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w'Wisconsin (excrudlng “the university cené}: 'sy tem) to

over 90 percem in Delaware (92 percent), M ss _husetts*

L*,’_A,,*A(‘lwﬁﬂpercentf), .and  in Washington (97 p“"cent)

—

——

- .

(Dougherty anyd others, 1982), .

Just as the state portion of the revepues has
increased, local ’cgntributions have decreased.
" Wattenbarger and Bibby (1981) reported a median.local
_.share of only 7 percent in 1980. The 1981 data reported
by ECS identify 21 states in which no-ocal effort is
required (even permitted, in many-€ases), only one staté
(Arizona) in which half. or“more of the funds came from
local source§ Jand only 12 states WhICh contribute over
one-fourth of the operating costs of their two- year

colleges. v

The trend is clear. The states have assumed an
ever- increasing role in providing ‘oper:ating fun;js for
commumty colteges. Is it any wonder, then, that com-
munity serv:c‘es administrators have looked toward their
state capitols with eager eyes and outstretched hands?
If, indeed, 'communit;/ services are a vital and central
component of the total program of a comprehensive
co‘mmuni‘t{( collége, why shobuldn't local administrators
expect state policymakers. to include community services
in state funding ‘formulas? A review of turrent patterns
of state funding for commu/nty services may be ennght-
ening, if not camforting. . . & -

In preparation for _this analysis, the authors .began
with-' the recent_ finance survey conducted by ECS
(Dougherty and others, 1982). The ECS vdata’ includes
information on whether or not funding formulas were
used, whether community services were included in the
formulas, and whether any special constraints or restpic-
tions were imposed on the use of state funds. With

- these data as a starting point, the authors then con-
tacted, community collegg educators, either state office

personnel or community services practitioners, in morh

’
. . .
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-thah thirty=five statds in order o verify, glarify, and

:mpresslons upon the ECS, report and upon the dlSCUS'
sions with state office -pe&rsonnel and_community services
aners, they concluded that there is no one smgle
—— "7 method of allocating state funds to commun:ty colleges.
in fact, after months of intensive investigation, Breneman®

.

and Nelson concluded that "no. ‘best' plan exists for the

o

financing of community colleges and thus (we) do‘not
propose one" (1981 p. 161). .

For the purposes of; this analysrs, we ’l;roadly group
states into two reasonable and conven:ent Acategories:
formula-funded states and nonformula-funded states."‘I
The clustering of cost-gased and minimum foundation
. 7 7 funding into one category with unit rate and other

formulas oversimplifies f'unding practices and may .offend
the student of higher education finance. Hpwever, these
’ categories are adequate to demonstrate how community
~services programs fare in states where community ser-
vices appear in the formula and in states where budgets
are negotlated or based upon some other, more arbltrary
K method. ~
Formuia-Funded States. According to the ECS data
(Dougherty and others, 1982), 30.states fund con‘)munity
colleges on some type of formula bas:s" that |s, the state

! makes ava:lable a set amount for some unrt of work such
as credit hours, FTE (fyjf-time equivalent) enrollment,
FTE faculty un|t: In cost-based varnatnon# of this
' method, state payment varies with the actual” costs of
instruction, normany set after extensive _cost studies.
Minimum foundatlon fundlng involves va iatlons in state
contributions based upon the ability of local districts to
pay. In other words, less wealthy districts receive
additional s;a'te funds to offset lower tax revenue in an
effort to equal:ze educational Opportunity across the
. state. - . , )

41 . .
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. expand upon the data gathered by ECs B’astng their
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: Frequent adjustiients, are made’ Pside “from the . ¢
approved formulas, such -as -VaFiations fgr verﬁ,small
i institu:t}‘onts%lggcause of the inherent Ineffeciencies associ-
ated with their size. Of the 30 formula states, 22 states
utlllze agunit rate formula, 7 employ some type of
cost-based tpethod, and 1 uses a mi.nimum foundation
approach. } "2 ® . R
Only 7. states of these 30 states reported to ECS
that commumty services was included in their fundmg .
formuia aldﬁé with 'items such as instruction, research,
student servicé.s, and general administ}'ation. (Inter_est-
ingly enough, even rgsearch, rarely considered a princis
- pal func?ion of the conimunityysan&m‘ded in 11" .
state formulas.) The abs of community- services‘
from funding fo 4 in -over thref fourths of. the ./

es is disturbing, but not altog’ether sur-

L rssiné. Even more disturbing is the fact that in 4 of
the 7 states whiclhh recognize community services in their
formula, major redtrictions exist, For example, Arkansas
spg&?fically excludesv non_c;'edi__t instroyction from state
support and funds only the administrative ov?rhead costs
of community services programming. In Tennessee,
%overnmg board policy clearly mandates that contlnulng
‘'education units (CEU) and noncredit activities be seff- .
supporting. The state provides funds ($50,000 annuajly
for commbnity colfeges and technical institutes with __ﬁ..
enroliments of 2,500 “or less, and $75,000 for Iarger [
institutions) only for-the administration of pt:gus,;‘,gfwe ’ :
and continuing gducatlon programs mj;nxfact, as in many

41 £ -
other states, colleges in Tenne!ﬁe’k‘areﬁ expeqted to .
collect a surcharge (25 percent). from students in order

to defray all costs (aside from ‘the afore'm‘éﬁtrurfe‘& t

admlmsxratlve grant) assoc»ated with mese act;vmes
Slmuarly, "Kansas and Louisiana exphcltly exclude v'

noncredit (Kansas) and contining education (Lounsnana)

courses from state funding. lowa,13 WhICh does f°und
0.‘? ’ < R
€ - »
" i .
’ - . 7 +
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certain commurity services programming on ‘& contact

hour basis,- excludes recreational and avocational"-

activities as. well as programs for nonresidents. In

Penpsylvania' the picture ‘is somewhat br;_ghter

'Pennsylvania, although calcu#atlng commumty Serwces

act:vnt:es as laboratory hourg for FTE purposesl funds
*

commumty services enrollments at the same rate as other
prograr75, currently about $600 in state ies per FTE
student. Criteria for eligibility for'fundi‘p‘ are liberal
as long ,as the proposed activity has an edueatlonal

obiect:ve . o~

Community _services fuhding in North Cdrolina *

provides a ray of optlmlsm for those who look to fhe;,
states to fund the college m:sston North Carolma s+
fundlng package is both comprehens:ve and generous.

Flrst of all, over thre’e-fourths (77. 6 "percent) of the

operatlng budgets of that state's 57 public two-year |

colleges comes from state sources. ocal funds (12.2
percent) are required only for plant operation; mean-
while, tuition - rates remain amqng the lowest in the
country with a cost of $3.25 per quarter _l'jour, with a
maxi‘m(um cost of $39 per quarter' )

Nor‘tl; Carolnnas funding - for‘mula provides support

for both credit and noncredit extenslon or contlnuk{\_g

" education activities. Currently. thls funding is at a rate

sllghtly less than ¢half of that for regular curr:culum
programs. °5upport is availabie in categorles entltled

occupational extension, academic extension, avocatlonal

and a newly‘ proposed categdry called practical skills.
Only recreatloqal activities are excluded from f\mding,
Students are charged a modest fee ($15 per Tourse in

Jthe avocational and proposed practical kills areas and $8

.

in other areas) which'reverts to the state, -

In add|t|on to this state support, colleges may use
local tax funds or support from local’ business and
industry, for example, to fund additional activi_tles«,

- N hd
%® :
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A _which theén Become part of th‘e‘ base up'On which fundin’ S

»

- for the succeeding year is bhsed

Ne edless~te. say, community services activities in
_North Carolma are flourishing. North._Carolina leads the
nation in commumty services enrollments with nearIy 2
million citizens enrolled more than 12 percent of all-
communuty education . enroliments in communjty colleges
A (Yarrmgton, 1982 p. 56) Even more impressive is the
ratio of commumty educatlon.enrollments to cred:t enroli-

ments. Nationally, th:s ratio 15 slnght_ly 'Iess. than.'
one-to-one (.86/1.0). In North Carolina community
educat:on enrollments are 4129t|mes credit enrollments.

Onlf Wisconsin approaches such a ratio. Thls is ample
testimony of the impact of adequate fundlng upon par-

e e et e e e e o . e i

tlcnpation in community. services actnvntles.
Even though these seven states reported to ECS
*  that they utxl:zed a fund:ng formula to finance community
' college programs and that communtty services activities
were included in these formulas, closer analysis revealed
that  at least two states (Arkansas and Tennessee)
funded only administrative averhead and at least two
- others (Louisiana and Kansas) fun,ded only credit activi-
ties” Only North Carolina, Pennsylvania, and lowa have
what mxght be Iabeled comprehensive fund:ng policies.
This analysls serves to highlight the deflnntnonal problem .
which has haunted community services since its inception”
.(Cohen .and Brawer, 1982; Gollatts¢heck and -others‘
1976; Harlacher, 1969; Karvelis, 1978; Myran, ﬂ§69).
Now for the good néws! The hambiguities surround-
|ng the deflnmon of commun:ty serv:ces works both
. ' ways, it also serves to mask a few fa:rly liberal funding
Qractlces in states which indicated to ECS that community
services activities were not included in funding formulas’:
. Twenty-three" of the 30 formula-funded states’ indicated
. > 't ECS that community services activities were not
jncluded in state fundjng formulas. in over half of

, . )
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thes\e 28 ‘?states, noncredit or’ community ser\/lce§

actuvi‘les are spec:flcally excluded from state 'support.
However, fohw-up contacts w:th most of thege states,
resulted, in thes identification of at least six states that,
do provfcje at least so}ne recognition in their funding

L

formulas f\‘or community services. - ..,m\,,&q,

-

s

N s

In Illinois, for example, several classes-of lnstruc-“
tion are financed fromy state funds. However, all non-
credit activities are expected to be self-supporting. In

Michigan, the state has adopted a taxonomy of courses
that are eligit;le to. receive state aid. A classification
called "Hobby,  Craft, and Recreation" is typically not .
funded but aetivities or courses within the approved
taxonomy are funded at a level equivalent- to regular-
credit activities. As orie might infagine, most community
serVi:es activities in Michigan are crédit-bearing, sdme
awarding as little as-one-fourth of a crédit hour.

In New York's SUNY community colleges, state
fundung is provided for comunity serv;aes courses
classified as ''vocational, remedial, and c0mmun|ty»ser-
vices" but a category labeled "pleasure group'-activities
is not eligible'for state funds. /Similarly, South, Carolina
funds a noncredit category called "Continuing Education"
which includes apprenticeship programg: adult basic
education/graduate equivalen-t— diploma (ABE/GEDY
training and superv;sory development tralmng but which

“ excludes avocatlonal (and semlnar/workshop activities.
Perhaps the o5t liberal staté in tfuoup is
w-Maryland. Mary.Laqd has identified severa| classifications
of noncredit coursbs that are pligible for state funding °
at* the same level}as credit activities. These include
¢ourses of a'vocat%onal nature,' those related to health

" and safety,‘ mdustrnal training, courses leading -to
licensure or certification, -developmental co,yrses, and"

.
;-

/

o commumty development *activities.  Avocatignal urses

,are not ellguble for state 3id.

\
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awarded for. communlty serv:ces actwltfs; howeVer,_:'

‘colleges are permntted to count community services ‘enrol~
Iments (bas@d on & conversion of contact hours to FTES)
in calculating their operatlng costs per FTE In effect,
this reduces the per-student expenditures and results in
placing the lndlwdual college in a more\favorable position

for addltlonal state axd in succeeding years. (wlsconsm ’

currentlyi has a cellmg on annual budgpt increments of
~ . i

9&5 perce;)t) - . .

trecg costs of comfmunity serv:ces actlvmes is available
only for certain categories of courses, such as develop-
mental, occupational, remedlal, GED and ABE courses (an
New Jersey), and certdin types of vocatﬁna\urié\s (in

M|ssouri an/d Oregon). r o -

\ morlda presents a_ slightly dfffierent' picture.
Community colleges in Florsda are \funded -on *a cost-based
, formula which Rtakes into account i stltutlonal "spze (tw%
categorzes) an %rogram costs (31 speciflc dlsmpl?nes in
three major pr&gram categories .defined -as advanc‘ed Jand
professlonal, occupatlonal, and developmental) Désplte
thls comprehensn)e approach, commumty (servnces pro-

grams are no included -in the formula. Instead the'

Fiorrda "l;?sla,g.rre appropriates a.,spemal fund outslde

the formula to- support communlty seerces activutles in a
number of oommunlty problem Sreas ) These oategorles
include -the env:ronmen}, health, safety, human relatlons,

consumer educatlon, gover‘nment, Aand catlon and
child rearing. o ' ‘)

s Community |nstruct|on servnces (CIS) were' funded
at somethlng over $48 million - for th 1981~82 flscal
year, a reductnon of 25 percent from the precedmg year.

The CIS fund is approprlated annually, varies annually, :

* and |$ based upon: the pop'ulatlon of ‘the college's service

v

'ln most of the other- formula st’ates, fundlng for the _

e

.

v
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area rather than upon enrollments, co‘ntact hptjrs,r'CEL’)s.,' -
~ Lot 7ome other such productivity measure c= . .
- Monles fro—\aoruda S CIS fund are intended princi- ’ ’
- & . paily to offset;the dlrect cos‘ts of |nstruct|on, althoggh
they may be "used for su;h 1tems as’ clerlcal support,
. . advertising, orf prlntmg These funds permit Florlda
v " colleges to keep students' -fees to a minimum  while ‘
PR remaining one of the nation's leaders in community |
:‘:" services enrojiments. 155 N “ . |
) The allocation of CIJS fun‘ is to a region or a |
service area, ?ot necessarily jto the area community ) ‘
-

|

"
‘

college as the fundlng agent. 1The regions include not
only the community college butleach of the public school

d:strlcts located |.n‘ the catl
.. regional coordinatlng councnl is formed to represent all of

~ .

. the educational agencnes Thls *councnl formulates the S

ge's service area A |

s'pending pIan and, in effect, allocates .CIS monies t6 the
. “various agencies to conduct community serwce activities.
® A Despite the failure - to provnde speciflcally for the
direct costs of commumty services, most of the remalmng

< * fermula states con5|der con)mumty services to be an’

.integral part of the community college mission and 4 pect
, state funds to be used® for the administration* of ['’com- :
< . mumt*y services programs as well ‘as for other su port'

serV|ces sqch as clerlcal f*asslstance, manntenance,l and -

i utifities. =« }' .

Moreover, ¥ those states \":i'here there are no statu-

U tory "o regulato y restrlctlons to the use of state fup‘ds,
_——— 7 state onies are ‘often dlverted to co i r{\nce (.
,,0' . pf"?)grammlng. In Arlzqna, for example, where gove¥h rg
board policy expressly mandates that colleges "pro‘illd?)
cultural and communuty service ,programs", (Arnzona
) 1982, p~2), the prevailing phllosoghy is dne of sclf-

B support of these activitjes through course fees,. a‘nd oth-er

user fees. A recent Arlzpna study revealed that one of
the..four institutiofs studled routinely tgansferred, by < - C

’A‘: " / . . 47 "'.. .
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local ,board poiicy, state monies from the geperal fund to _ ;
. supplement fee in"ome from community services programs

(Arliona, 1982). \, - =

° Perhaps the state least supportive of community
services is Massachusetts. Not only is com[gurﬁty serv-
‘ices excluded- in the state-funding formula, but com-
munfty 'services' is required -to recover from fees alf
direct and indirect costs of providing service. Adminis-
trative 'and clerical salaries, advertising ‘an.d prifting,

.\ maintehance, _utilities,. even _rent on’ spate utilized, "is

the 'responsibi!ity of the fee-based community "sgrvices

3 budget. 127 effec{, cééhmunity services, as wéll as
regular credit courses in the evening, fanctions as a .
private enterprise within the publjc sector. The commu-
pity services administrator is placed in"a position similar

to ‘that of a br:ivate contractor who'buys space and other
goods from the college and sells services to the publlc, “
« preferably at .8 markup suff:cnent to cover aII costs"ﬁ,,
Nonformula States. OF the 49 states with public com-
munity ‘;colléges, 19 séates use some m’e/thod{of ailocating" !

state funds other than.a formula. By far, the predomi~
nant tgc]{'mique in the nonformula states is the so-called
negdfiated b”mtT Just as the .name implies, budgets in
these states16 are r\egotnated with the state governing

board or -legistative body without reference to a formula
or a- s:m;lar set of guvdehnes. i

Although 16 states still rely on a negotuated\budget

for co umt{t college funding, many of these states have

relatweiy Mgellment and | few colleges (five states

* have five or fe e( colleges, and none has as many as

20 colleges). The 1 -state total accounts for only six

percent of both credlt and communlty education enroll-

" ments in all public two-year cotleges. Moreover, several

of t'he states have unlque or'gamzatmnal or, govermng

.arrangements. For example, 13 of lndlana s, 14 two-year

colleges are )campuses of Indiana Vocational Tﬁggnical

. .
.
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College. Most - of Geergias _colleges are part of the
Uml"versnty of Georgia system. “WiHiof Alaska'a 11 public/
'colleges are part of the ‘University of Alaska, and al
except four of West V:rglnla ) 10 two-year <olleges ar
enther branches or components of Tour-years collegeS"

universities. : I

_ {Whether because of the budget process or the

uniqueness of’the states' community college prograjw
(low enroliments, small number’ of colleges, orgamzatao al

patterw comthumty s{erwces programs are I%ss

hkely to receive substantlal state funding from ron-

formula states. Most of the -16 .states per‘rhnt the use o{

state funds for,the gmployment of a gommun:ty serv ces
or contining e{lucat:on admlnnstrator, bat, with [few
exceptlons, no state support is avanlable for the dregt
costs of ccmmunlty services Prpgrarns At least seven
states (Alaska, Delaware, Georgia, Montana, Nebr ska,

"serv:ces U*ori noncredit courses from state funding.

Communlty services admun:strator‘s "n these 16

. the direct “cost} of community serv:c‘es programs be
elf-supporting~ Only the salaries of the co mumty
serv:ces coordinator and clerical assistants come from
state funds, wrt-ru'\éTtPtnd—tewardHexpectnng fee |suppor
to absorb at least 'some of these salaries as well as th
‘direct costs of instfuction. Nevada's budqet is legisla-
tively determlned and, according to the EC3S report,
excludes communlty servcces courses from state funding.

. Callfornla, long a leading state ’in' ommunity

services offerings, utilizés ah incremental budget process

with the base-year budget ad;usted at a ma gmal rate
for changes ln any actlylty Uptll the assage of

’ z:'vxn.\,t,\. Saon et ' 14 e ’ P -:‘ : EETE-A
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. I Proposition*13, California colleges relied heavuly upon a
. i

local special purpose tax (5 ce\nts per $100" assessed

valuation) for the funding of” community services acti-

vi!fe‘s- This revenue source 15 nq Ionger avallable to the
v

corprbumty colleges. Th|s loss and the absence of fund-

ing for the direct cqsts of community services activities

- has placed the revenue burden upon_fzes_and-tocat-and

. _..—geheralt fund ‘sﬁppéri. Pressures abound. for fees to

increase to the point where the administrative overhead

. costs am’also recovered from fees. While such a fund-

ing pattzern is not uncommon, the loss of the special tax

.'.{t . frevenue ‘has resulted in. significant changes in the
3

delivery ' of commum.ty_»qervuces in California (ireland,
1982)

. - sy

-~

Local Sug;;or‘t’ -
For the purpose of this discussion and analysis,

both local tax monies and user fees are considered to be

local funds. Earlier in thig chapter reference was made

to the trend toward ‘increased state funding of community

< colleges and the dbncomitant reéduction in retiance upon

local tax support. for operating monies. In over 40

percent of the states, no local tax effort is required.

— s .3 - :
In some of these states, localities are not even .permitted

to provide operatlng expenses. In others, local boards

are advisory in nature rather than governing, and are

fiscally dependent, i.e., f,hey have no taxing authority

of their own. Even in states with substantial focal fund-

ing, the competition within the college for the educational ™

dolfar frequently results in the community services

program being funded, if at all, as a peripheral activity.

O After . revnewmg state~funding practices and the

trends outhned above, the inescapable conclusion is
Vi

that, with a few notable exceptions, community services

activities are expeéted to be self-supporting. Except for

the handful of states where dollars accompany the expec-

tation thast colleges provide these serv;qes, colleges are

«
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< - finding -themselves. on their own to fund the direct costs .

of noncredit instruction. Moreover, it is becoming
’ increasingly common to find not only QM” costs ‘\‘
. recovered through fees but also a major portion of the : _i
indirect cgs Bs, war Colleges in many states have
established hargés -or cost overrides of up to S0 - R
, ;‘;ent in drddr ‘te recover 'some, if not all, of the -

indirect costy of providing community services activities.

in most statps  this revenue remains at the college ear-

marked for Eofamunity services. But in other states,

- - particularly hose with no local tax funding,, the over-

charge is returned to the.state's general revenue fund

. for community colleges. - - v *

. Although not Yet a clear pattern of operation, the '
’ Ma,ssachusett$ approach where community servieces pro-

grams have ,'to generate not only all direct costs assdci-

) ated wit‘h tl‘:\‘/e program but all indirect costs as well, may
' be a harbinger of things to!tome. In at least a few
states pressures are being brought to bear to. require

-~ fee revenue sufficient to. recover ,at least some" of the
adrmmstratlve overhead assoc:ated with’ the programs
Reference has been made grevnous|y to the recently
publlshed report on community cc”e financing By the
Brookmgs Institution.  As a result of their national
study\, {Breneman and Nelson (1981, p. :206) stated,
"There is n’uo strong econonﬂ%ﬂcase for state support of
most noncred:t coursés. Analysis- -of courses,in this
category suggests that financing should be provided
etther through user fees or payments ‘by local govern-
.ment or private agencies.” * It app’ears that current
practlce--and, certainly, present trends--suggests that
the Breneman and Nelson proposal is well on the way to s

acceptance in most states. . \

Summary

y with the exception of institutions in a half_-dozén or
so stateg, most of which utilize a unit rate or cost-based

‘ . ! 1
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funding formula, community colleges can count on liftle

more than support for some or all of the overhead costs |
Af community Services programs om- state fur:ds. /
Nothiﬁg, in .tﬁ-ne d’iscusséoﬁ% with state of 'ciéls points to a \/

liberdtizing of these 'funqing~ practices.\ in fact, the

trend is toward expecting the local level of government K

to absorb more and more of the costs of community

services programs. with the grafual. but definite

assumption of the responsibility for funding operating/

costs of commulity colleges by the states, local support

for community services has come to mean user fees. Yet

these fees are set at a rate high enough to ré¢turn no .

only the direct costs of instruction but also f equéntl

to include z;n overtide dér surcharge of up to ?0 percen

in order to de\’ray bart of all of the indirect cdsts. Th
prospects of support from federal sources seem dim and/,e

although a major source of support in a Tew i,stitutions’,

substantial funding assistance from the privafe sector |is
\

not a factor in most programs. /

The picture painted here is not substantially differ-

ent from that revealed in a study by Evans (1973)
nearly a decade ago, or by Roed in 1977 (Cohen and

Brawer, 1982, p. 269). Projections by Yarrington
(1976) and Lombardi (1978a) are no more optimistic about
additional state kunds, and Breneman and Nelson (1981)°

.are clear in their recommengdation 'th\at most commuynity

! services activities should be financed through user

charges (p. 207).
What are the implications of these findings? Should

community colleges retreat from the comprehensive/ mis-

sion? Some have, except for. credit activities. D'Lscus-

sions with state and college officials revealed several

wha, apparently have decided that the pricé was to¢ high

and have relinquished the community services mission

to other community agencies or have abandonped it

completely.

, 952
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Should community services a¢dministrators adopt

the entrepreneurial model which has been forced upon
=

managers in Massachusetts? Should conimunity services

activities be restricted -only to those who can afford

cost-plus fees? Or maybe colleges should work surrep-

titiousl to relabel activities (Belly Dancing becomes
Ml_ddlef\EaStern interpretive Movement)'so they will be

more

eptable (at least temporarily). Perhaps activi-
hich historically have been,” and should be, non-

. l‘ ~
* None of these alternative responses is new oOr
novel. AII have been chosen as’ the response to a fund-

3

ing crisis, by ccmmumty colleges somewhere. R

Rather than engage in the type of knee-jerk reac-
tions and survival behaviors which are typified apodb,
college leaders should focus upon ‘the causes of the
problem, not the symptoms. In a 1982 essay, published

shortly after his death, . Stephen K. Bailey said:

Al
.. "Adequate funding is in my estimation a derivative issue.
if .the publgc believes that our purposes are important

and our standards high, they will furid us with at least
some measure of, adequacy” (1982, p. 28). Bailey's

comments -were addressed to the financial support of

higher education in general, but his point applfes at
least as well to the funding of community services. If,
“indeed, he is correct--and these author,s are convinced
that "he is--then community services. advocates might do
well to approach the funding problem by helping decision
makers to understand the appropriate role of community
services in the overall mission of ihe coliege. With the
inexorable shifts in overall funding and coordination<~if
not control--from the local district to the state, the
sphere of influence of proponents of Eommunigy gervices

must transcend the community and extend to the state’

capital and beyond.
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Community services leaders must answer for them-

sel\;es; and then seek consensus on those answers, Such
c.;u«estions as: In the event of continued fundi’r;gﬂLat
existing I.evg_ls, should community services simply con-
tinue current; practices or should the nature of programs
be altered considerably? Upon what grounds, if any,
can the case for additional tax funds for community

" services be built? How should these additional funds

be utilized? If state’ funds become more scarce, how
can colleges tap 'Io.cal sources for adequate funding,
especially in districts where local tax effort is not
. required? )
"« These are not sin)ple que;t-ions; nor will the-
answers be easily deterfnined. Even though danger in
pro; /osing‘ solutions to su;h complex problems looms,
’ral‘/'suggestnions are offered in vChapte: 6. The
ng chabter is devoted to the role of leadership in
ing the problems identified here and in earlier

e - .,
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- Chapter 5 !
LEADERSHIP: REQUISITE fOR SUCCESS

Reexamination of the community services function to
achieve consensus about and to gain \videspread commit-
ment to the restated function requires a heightened level
of leadership from community services advocates. Cross
(1981b), Martorana and- énﬁgtz (1982),z Brenemen and
Neison (1981) among others have documented that the
necessary consensus and eommitr_nent are not present
today. Yet, nationally recognized community college
leaders such as Gleazer (1980), Gollattscheck, Harlacher,
Roberts, and Wygal (1976) have advocated a prominent
role for community services ‘within the mission of the
community colleges. Such leaders have proposed a
prominent role, ‘but the commitment _is- lacking both
within and outside of the colleges. What leadership is
yet needed? Can any greater successes be expected?
£ various factors have mitigated the exercise of
effective leadership in colleges, especially in areas
applicable'to the community* services activity. Numerous
authors have written about the #ecent pressures that
have forced college administrators to devote less time to
leadership activities. Stoke {1959) and Dodds (1962)
identified the impact” of burgeoning enroliments with the
attendant expansions of programs, staffs, facilities, and
budgets that corflpelled presidents to concentrate on
management}of services rather than on_ leadership.
Bennis (1973) wrote.of growing public pressures to
concentr.'ate on management detajl rathér than on more
inportant issues of purposes_and “goals. Gleazer (1980)
addressed the need for gr"ez':ter balance between manage-
ment and leadership, but cautioned tr;at more leadership,
not less management, was needed There is agreement -
‘that essential management actlvmes have crowded out‘
equally essential, but less urgent, Ieadershlp ‘actfvmes

55
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» Increasing pressures for concentration on manage-
ment detail haye Come ai a time when the practice of
1eadershnp of the magnitude now needed was not wit-

nessed during _the heyday of community colleges, a

.period when virtually every facet of American society, .

including t‘t\e,economy, was expanding. Community
coflege pres}d';‘hts and community, services administrators

” ’/' . .
were not called updn to convince policymakers that

LRI

Aruntext providea oy enic [0

certain programs were appropriate or merited public
support; virtually everything was acceptable. The
current debate over-communit)} college purposes and
community services functions arises ’ﬁ‘om, or at least .is
exacerbated by, a downturn in economic growth that has
forced Iegislators, county commissioners, and other

’ pol:cymakers to choose between programs and” activities

that were previously unchallenged. - -

Not since philanthropist Ezra tornell and Andrea

White (the founder and first preanen of Cornell Un:ver-
sity) took on the awesome task of introducing courses
such as engineering, agriculture, music, and modern
language to the college curriculum has the need for sub-
stantive Ieadershlp in any segment of higher educat:on
arisen. The fulfillment of Cornell's dream to "found an
institution _.where any person can find instruction nn‘arly
study" (Pullias, 1975, p. 47) r_'equired the land-grant’
advocates to convince the traditio(nalists of their day that -

>~

such courses were appropriate to higher'education.)
They exerted their Iefadership efforts on those who
staffed as well as on"'those who controlled the new
institution. ., . Ny

Commun:ty services leaders face a similar challenge
as they look toward gaining consensus and comm:tment
among community college faculty and admlnnstrators as
well as community, state, and national policymaRers.
They will perforce be re&uired to exercise leadership,
with those who govern the institutions as they stri\;e to

64
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inﬂueqce the decisions and policies that affect community
services and leadership with those who work to implement

the collegé‘s'ggrposes.

L4

Rene‘wing the Leaders

The aﬁthor§ believe that .most persons fiIIing‘critical
roles, such as tﬁose of president.and community services
director, possess the potential for leadership, but have
not exercised their leadership skiils to the extent now
required. Simply aevoting more time to .ieadership
activities,’rﬁay not suffice. -LlLeadership renewal will
require thought, planning, preparation, and practice.
Leaders must give Tareful con;ideration to just what they
want to accomplish through their efforts to influence
others in the governance and management of the college,
and then they must plan strategies for accomplishing the
goals they have devised. They will, need to prepare
themselves for the task by becoming thoroughly _informed
and enthusiastically committed %o the community services
function. ‘Last, but ,equally important, they will need to
bractice their leadership, to replace such tasks as con-
trolling and directing with influéncing, persuading, and
encouraging. '

Myran has statéd that the community services
director must take tz'nﬂe lead in community services because
"his milieu is not that of other coilege administrators,
his path is -not clear, and His success is pot assured”
(1969 p. 34). Myran's views remain valid today, and
no. communlty college will have a vigorous community
services progtam -wlthout a strong jeader at the helm
and, a chief executive of the “college._ who places a high

priority on community services within the context of the,

tatal college mlssson. Together, the president and com-
munity servsces director, along with other key persons
who may be |nvolved in leadership roles, wiil need to

come to .agreement among themselves about the goals they
will seek to attain. Consensus among fatuity and the

3
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commumty will be unattamable unless those who fill the _
Ieadershlp roles receive clear stgnals Those leaders
should assist each other |n becomlng |nformed byA sharing
and dlscussmg readlngs and by becom:ng professionally
involved in the commumty services field. Active parti-
cipation in the Natjonal Council on Community ServVices
and Continuing éducation, the Comn;unity Education
Assoc:atlon, the Adult Education Association,” or dther
profess:onal organizations that relate to” the, commumty
services rplsswn is a valuable means of leadership deyel-
opment, from becoming better,informed to building and
practicing leadership skills. The NCCSCE is noteworthy
_in its efforts to afford leadership loppor.g’unities to presi-
ents, deans, directors, and others keenly interested in
community services and to recognize outstanding léader-
ship in the colleges on a regular basis. .
Myran identified five ke); factors that contribute to
effective leédership of community\services programs:

knowledge of the community; iZ‘gh standards for courses

and activities; willingness tb take risks and make
changes; curriculum planning and development; and
aggressive seeking of funds (1969, p. 36). Of the five,
the first four are especially pertinent to the leadership
required today. The fifth, seeking of funds, seems té’
follow efforts to gain consensus and commitment ‘where
true Ieésdership will be required. Hov/vever, the
requirement of knowing the community clearly fvts the
need to become thoroughly informed aBout commumty
services and its potential and to develop a clear sense of
direction that leads to"a plan to serve unmet educational
needs W|th|n the prlormes of the community. Communlty
services jeaders have been and will need to be innova-
tJvé, even risk-taking, as t’hey discover myrnad needs
that requlre nontraditional solutlons While the g;ommumty
services programs will make use of many modes of deli-
very in addition to ,credi\f courses, including noncredit

.
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courses, workshops, consultations, and sequences of .

- . ~ Ll .
\exper}év\c%hig:h standards of %uality must be main-
tained throughdut the services if they are§ build and

retain widespread acceptability and” support. Co[nmunityA

. services leaders who dedicate their efforts to determihing

what is _to be accomplished and planning appropriate
strategies toward those ends can build the needed
grassroots level support. ‘

while considerable variations in needs and attendant
programs and services will exist from. college to college,
at least a modicum of consensus about what comprises
community services _must’ be achieved among ‘community
services, Ieaders', at least within, if not between;,’ -the
states. Coher\ent and consistent statements, must come
from the community services leaders who seek support
from boards, community officials, legislators, state
governing or coordinating councils and boards, and

‘other poli¢ymakers.
-0

Leadership Within_the College ,
»Most community- services, directors were probably

not su‘rprised by reports by Cross (1981b) and others
that there is ‘Iii\tle commitment to community services
among college fa'culty and staff members. In many
colieges, community services programs have been devel-
oped by skirting around indifferent to antagonistic
faculty nfembers and other administrators, and, as long
as one did not gother the other (one did' not consume .
the others’s resources), all has worked fine. The era of
limited r?sources hasdincrease& the level of cofnpetition
within the college; as a result, the need for, resolving
growing conflict has increas'edh.‘ ;M’grg_,_inlpor@nuy, as a‘
precursor to gaining widespread consensus and commit-
ment i\n the cgmmunity and the state capitals, acceptances

within the college is essential.
Efforts to broduE:e greater faculty and staff support
for community services must be part of a long-range and

) {
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continyed plan of action that. includes a_wvariety of com-’
. plementary activities. Faculty and staff ‘members may
) vnew short term or }nfrequent efforts to gam support ‘far

specnfnc programs or plans.as self-servnng .and msmcere,‘

this may result in hardened res:stance. Gaining con-
sensus d commptment can be enhanced by inyolving
aculty and staff in substantWe discussions and decisiqn-
making procegses regard:ng commynity.,, serviges. “A
coliege commlttee or task force composed of ' faculty
members, admlmstrators, and others '(such aé students
and cntc[ens) can contribute to the process by provndmg/
. . a ready forum for dlscusslons, testmg program |deas,

" and developing a clear sense -of involvement. The role,
responsnbtltty, and authority of sthe ‘committee shoL;ld be
clear, and members shoyld oe aware, through evidence

' of the d'ispoéition of reqommendations and suggestions
.. .. that are proposed, that they serve a substantlve role.
The planned information program for cemmittee members
should include opportunities for travel to conferences as
well as exposure to- the y’terature in the field. For
example, comm:ttee members might be asked to attend the
annual meeting of NCCSCE, all members might l;ecenve

copies of the Council's publication Communirty Servites

- Catalyst and other periodicals or books pertinent"to the

field, and mem‘bers might be aslfed to visit other cam-

puses to view exemplary programs./'CIose?- .to home,

committee members whould receive detailed reports on

community services progra’ms and activities and have the

. oopgrtunity to observe various programs and to meet
community services participants.p .

. The committee, to be effeetive, should be composed

. of interested facuity "and staff members who are appointed

for terms exceeding one year, since the educational pro-

cess will-require con5|de|'able time. s members becme

more thoroughly itiformed abdut community services in

¥ general as well as at:out thewprograms offered by the

Q - . Agd
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college and as they JWork with the commumty sérvuces )

' I, 'dlrector oVe‘f"“ﬁ"’p’éﬂod ‘of time, they will be prepared to - l;

. be fully involved in substantvve discussions and decisions ~ .- J

"« that are likely='to lead to consensus about the nature and .

scope of cofnmunity services at theis, college. Involving

¢ faculty members in a ef\qrmal way, such as r:nembership on -

the college committee, wnll facilitate th'e articulation ] '

betweert commun;ty Serwces programs and)the rest of the

k. \\currlculum and between part-time and /full -time faculty.

" Also aided by-, such involvement wouldl be decisions
regarding community servtces courses that relate, to the -
'regular currlgulym' (such .as gradlng standards, whether i

o

. to offer cred|t, -useé” of laboratories versus lectures, and_
,qualuflcatlons of faculty). . Drawing in the partlclpatton
of faculty and staff on subistantfve discussions and . T
decisions will engender trust and yleld far mare favor- -
. ’ ) _' able‘ support than might otherwuse be ex ected.
. ‘In addition to worklng,,w:th faculty and staff, who'
fmay occupy a formal roIe that builds| a. close working
I . . ,relationship with ‘the community services Gl‘arégram, the
' difetor should establish a _variety ,of programs that are
A mtended to produce:a well-unformed facuity .and staff in
s general. Regular reports’ and newsle ters that are brief
L and informative, copies of perttnen articles from the

f .- - ] P

“Comn'\un;ty Servites Catalyst and other journals, and

othér approprlate materlals] should e. circulated among‘ .
N " all faculty and staff. Informal meetings with indi lduals 5
i and fgroups to discuss proposals and pragrams w:th the -
dlrel or or members of the college commlttee, presenta- ; /
. tions -at faculty meetrngs, Lndﬂ‘other means should be ’
employed to get lmportant \Enforrﬁatldn to faculty and
staff members ¥ Maxumum feasible use of regular faculty K
and staff ln the varlous couz;fes, programs, and activi-

Ip them become mo p |nt|mately mfprmed abdut

&
' .\ ties .will/h
» “ 'the oature/ and value of the programs. -
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" Leadership in’ the Community and State

Even greater efforts Wlll be requlred the exer-
fg:ent Much

cise of leadersh;p in the thernal env:ron
like medical doctors who advnse and prescribe on the
basis of their expertise, but leave to p}ients the
_decision whether' to follow that advice or prescriptio

professional educators have responsibility for advisiffg
and prescribing what they have identified as the st
_useful  educational activities Wwhile Iay governl:ng
boards, citizens groups, and Ieglslators retaln the clear
option to reject such Ieadersh:p from the professuon or to

seek second op:mons, ‘the professnonal respons:b:hty for

* attempting tq Iead tOWard mformed decisions is clear
.Commumty college 1eaders work wnth .many const:tuent
groups and,,govermng bodies to formulate importart
decisions about the ‘coliege and its mission in general,

{
{ ,jommunniy services 'in partocular Cosand empha-

Aked the need for a commumty -oriented president who is

{3

“Hoomfortable with all elements of the populatlon" (19 0, .
p. 21), *but he also made clear that odther admlnnstrators
possess definite responsnbllltles for leadership wtthm
their own sphef}es of influence. Myran stressed the
'need . for commumty servnees ieaders to possess an
——Hqtrmate knowledge of the community, and _personal
contact with key people within the community” (1969, p.

36). He also states,the need to build person- torperson -

contacts, to ldentlfy and educate members of the power
structurg, and\ to develop solid relatnonshlps with
persons in Key posmons, Considerable time and‘enengy,
including making peMonal:zed contacts,, will be éssentlai
to gain opportunties ta influence policymaking. ‘ ‘

" '?n addition, . commumty servuces leaders can jwork
wnth small and large groups to develop community con-

sensus and’.to gain commtments from .community leaders.

A
Perhaps- the . most effectlve means for, developing the
essential community t:es 15 through a citizens' adv:sory




e ) uncil, described earlier in this chap r, which would
3‘: composed of representatlves of a variety of agegples,
businesses, schools_,,-«'and citizens' groups. The conL
.- munity servicesaaaviso'ry council could serve a variety of
functions from aiding with identifidation of needs to
determining how those needs can best be met and who
s;hould_ serve them. QThe council ca Begome an effective
resource for interagency cooperation (Sullins artd
Hoerner, 1977) as well as a nucl ;of <itizens who are
“informed about, agree with, an are committed to the
various elements of a community services program.
Similar to the college committee “on community ser-
) vices, the commuQit{?' advispry “council should serve
.- . substantive purposes, and empara should be informed
.of the. disposition of recofimendations and "suggestions
that they have formulated. They should be provided
wuth opportunities to become thoroughly mformed abou..
f community servucfs apd its potential through readmg
' programs, reports, 4nd conference participation outlines
similar to those provided to the college committee*mem
,bers ’ Councllrm mbers should serve sufficiently Iengthy
terms .to become knowfeageable about. the potential for
communlty se_rwces programs, should build trust between
the 'E”STF_S;: anl‘d the various agencies represented, and

« should contribute to the development of the appropriate

]
»

programs for the commumty

A few of the communlty policymaking bodies with

which cornmunu_ty services leaders must be concerned

+ include the_co!lege board, curriculum advisory’ ‘comr
mittees, t‘ovovn councils and county commiasions, school

' boards, social service and health agency board}, .indus:-
trial development commissions, and planning commissions.
The décisions'of those and other community groups often
crttlcize [the rple of the college when determining local

and |nterrelat|gnsmps between agencies and the college.
. /
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' _ The task:of p’rdviding Ieadership to gain cooperation and
Co support from those groups would be overwhelming w:th~
out a well- concelved plan of action. <Cosand |n5|stea -
" that “the president of the college_ with assistance f_i-om —_
the board, staff, and students must plan and develop a
stron’g'/program‘ of education for the belitical forces
which comprise the decisior),inakers in the‘local, state,
and federal governments" (1980, p. 32). Much like the
negative reaction that may'be expected from, facuity who
+ .are targets of sporadic and evangelistic/’presentation,
" community feaders will‘require continuous and consistent '
‘development to -build trust, acceptance of ideas, .and
movement toward consensus about the mission. The need
for continuous development is a more critical cbnsidera-
tion for community leaders than for fa:ulty because of S
the inherent turnover among the, former due to limited .
terms of office, whether by "appdintment or by elec;tlons.\
The unifying theme for corhrr;untiy services proposeé
earlier--citizenship education--offers significant potential __
for the leaders to make their case in the community.
The commumty benefits of effective citizenship develop-
- ment are clear whether they Iead to increased activity of
c:tnzens in; the " political process, improved flnancnal )
stablhty, more productvve ‘use of leidure; better mental‘
emotionaf, and physical health; or increased cultural
activities. (.Cdnvmcmg/ local Npolicymakers//o? the worth p.f
P . . .
such programs should bBe mede easier by the citizenship
education theme. Community services leaders should\‘be
able to achleve suffncnent commun:ty comtmtment so that
local polltlt:al bodue% view the programs as merltlng flscal'

<

support. o, - p |

) f
. * At the state level community services leaders have a

number of imp{ngtant groups upon which “they should
target their efforts to influence decns:qns and policies.

; ” ' fartorana and Smutz reportetd on their 1982 study of the
lmpact of growing mterest n the aduit Iearﬁerfon state
N N oL "-"7 “m; . o
. T . . 64
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.legislators  and state;levet f)ostsecondar;y _education
" .officials; they- concluded that the 'interest in lifelong
learning is not nearly as high among lnfluentlal persons
as it'is among the scholgrs and leaders of those specific -
components of educatlon.\ They stated that “unless and
:unul professuonale educators . . . do a better job of
convmcmg those responsuble for setting public policy of
the meaning " and importance of lifelong learning, little
support_for the idea iix the public policy realm can be
expected" (1982, p. 6). .
Leadership efforts by presidents, community ser-
vices directors, board members, and state directors and
__ chancellors must bé Wel[ orchestrated to insure that
consistent and coherent signals are sent to the state
policymakers. Cosand's call for a 'strong, ongoing
program of education" (1980, p. 32) is at least as essen-
'Y‘al in the capitals as it is in the c¢ommunities. " He
ued for educational programs that would erddicate
rumcu's, inaccuracies, and mlsconcep‘agniﬁbut warne
that substat)tlal efforts will be required.”™ Community
services leaders from the'colleges and the state offices
will be required to establish continuous “Felationships
with state policymakers to build trust and to work

toward gaining acknowledgment of the beneflts of com-

munity services programming as legltlmate efforts that~
merit taxpayer support. When Ieglslators visit the
college(s) in their home di“strict, they must hear the\
same stories and pleas at they hear when th@y return

representatives who visited tkeir own colleges A clearly

defined plan of actiop, a unifyipg theme that emphasizes
ty'.services, .a continuous

to the capital amd compare Yt\es with fellow senators and

the public benefits ‘of communi
" and consistent effort to educate \policymakers, and a
great deal of work’ with the va}'ious influential persons in
~ the cap‘ital,can produce a degree -of a\ppreciation and

support that does not currentiy exist. L. N
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“influence members of the coileg

Contlusion
It'is n
_community services 3 inistrators, state directors and

chancellors, and other keyWen s of the community
must extract emselves from thé

P .

ollege presidents,

clear that community

services function
morass of management detail and /apply themselves to
}subs:tantive leadership at all levels., They must strive to
community who are
involved in governance of the college and those who are
engrossed i Jimplementing the programs of the college.
They must also endeavor to influence those persons
outside 'the college) who are involved in making decisions
and setting policies- that gouern the college, either
direc’t'lyi‘:or indirectly. Kheir leadership must be deter-
mined by well-conceived plans that include strategies for
continuous and consistent Aducation of those who will
ultimately determine the S}access of community._services.
And, they must gain
communtiy services aronilpd a unifying theme--such “as
that proposed by Boyer and Hechinger (1981) and sup-

-ported by us--namely, citizenship education.

nsensus and commitment for
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Chapter 6
- SUMMARY AND RECOM?CﬁNDATIONS
. ;

+ . In the'preface to this monograph we referred to our
own beginnings in the community college movement. T AN
three of us began work in the commuﬁity college in the
1960s. The historian among us is quick to point out
that people are products of their envir"onrﬁent and all too
frequently captiyes to their history. wé plead guilty
to having our® thoughts and beliefs--and es, our
commitments--colored by our early experlences in the
com‘mumty college durmg those years of rapid and
exciting expansion. _

. In the intervening decade or so since our introduc-
tion to--and induction %nto--the‘communit-y college, we
have seen a number of changes in the community college,
most of them positive but some c;f them potentially damag-
ing. -One of these negative changes 'is at least the
beginnings of an erosion of tr:e community college's
comprehensive mission. Community services is not alone
in being threatened. Budget reductions threaten "the
open doort" by causing imposition of enrollment ceilings
in some states. The college transfer function, according
to some (Lombardi, 1978a, for ex‘ample)‘,~ has been forced
into a- minor role by other, more popular\ (in the
enrgliment sense) missions. f’our-year colleges and
universities increasingly are offering occupational pro-

Leslie (1980) devoted an entire monograph to a thought-
ful discussion of the problem of finding requisite fur‘ds
to finance comprehensuveness .
Throughout this monograph we have attempted. to
reiﬁforce the central role of commtﬂ’nty services in a
truly comprehensive community college. The realist
in each of us recognizes that public tax dollars will

- -
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- probably never be available "in sufficient quantities for
the community college . to be "all things to all people.”
-'Fhe ldealrst that lingers remains ,;con_vmced that,

walthough resources ane limited, the community college,

! ‘i)erhaps by fllllng the nexus or linking role that Gleazer oo

o (1989) advocates_:, can at least seg that "all things" are

) done . e 7
if community services is to retain its frontline
) status, we are coAvinced that consensus must .be reached > -
as to the proper role of communlty servnces in the overall "

=1 % mlssaon of the community college Then the}communlty
services leacliershlp,' at ‘all levels, \rpust seek a recommit< .
.mi;_‘_t. to that role. Fajlure to do so will likely result I&I i
' indecision as to diréction, reactive programming, a
' restricted clientele and stopgap funding,. hardly the
hallmark of a vital component of the community college.
. Based*upon our review and analyses, we pr"opose,
the following recommendations for consideration. ,,
(1) Community services ledders should acquire ‘and

maintain a thorough knowledge of the historical perspec- .

’ >
tive for the community services function. They should .

be sensitive to and should understand the historical. .
s - development of communlty services in American higher '

, @ educatlon The ‘land-grant colleges, the Chautauqua
) movement, extension programs, the early two-year
o colleges, all provide a history of public/community
! service. * ‘ ) 5 ) -
’ As those leaders Iabor to achieve greater support’

for therr efforts and the® programs they value, it will be
helpfuh to couch their statements of appeal. and thelr
claims for legitimacy in the context of historg:al antet:
cedents. . ”Not only should such efforts enger;der more
immediate ac‘feBtabllity among -traditionalists but the
managers wouilLu gain strength in knowmg they are not

fighting new wars or walking untrod ground. o f £
- vy ) p
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(2) Commumty college leaders shquld establish as a
first prlornty clarification of the college's mission includ-

ing the' appropriate placement of each of its attendant

functions (especially community services). The problem

of ege;iuate financial. st.sppqr_t may well be more related o’ ’

mission ambiguity than to budgets and resources. In a
recent fie}d test of a goals invéntory developed by the
Educational Testing Service, Cross (1981b) found that a
sample of communit.y college faculty, administrators,
trustees, students and” community members ranked tom-
munity services no. higher than seventeenth of twenty
possible gegl choices. Only cultural/aesthetic awareness

(p- 115). As additional support for the notion that
mission ambiguity~ is a' major 'pr;oblem, Breneman and
Nelson (1981) state: "Our interviews with state officials
p . revealed, \«fdespread dlsagreement over the value of
varlous parts qj’ the two- year college mission, such as
noncrednt courses and commu |ty service actlvmes, and
an unwiltingness to accept these broad mission statements

‘as-a binding expression of the states interest in and

responsibility for community college educatijon" (p. 162).
1
Until consensus about the college mission and its integral '

components is reached, widespread .commitment Jfr“om

within the college or among )olicymakers is unlikely ‘to_

follow. .= e e
(3) Communlty college Ieaders should mclude, as_an

integral effort in” mission clarification, agreement upon an’
operational. definition of community servlces/ Ambiguity

surrgunds not only the mission of the com unlty college
and fthe role of community services withinh 'that mission,
bqt “also the very deflnltlon of co%umty services.
Nowhere is thns more apparept than in q estions about

what is, fundable and what is no Sorr/e states think
/t', othe rs ignore that

solely mfterms of. credit/noncre
dnstmgt{or) entirely. Some states \lncly Adult Basic

(-

‘a}rd social griticism sanked consistently lower in priority .

,
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Education and General Education Development activities;

others relegaté these functions eithé‘ to the secondary'
schools or to another budget or program category. in
some states remedial and certain types of wocational
courses are included in community services; in others
these program’s Stand alone. - A

Sia,

, The problem of definition |s not new. However,
until we- in the professnon--lndeed, even - within the
- subspeciality of community services--can speak the same
language, it is unreasonable to ‘e‘xpeci, faculty,'o‘ther
administrators, and, perhaps most important_lyq,, lay
policymakers to understand the mission and our needs. o=
& Without that wunderstanding and agreement, at least
wuthm each state if not nationally, nelthe,r commitment
¢ for funding is likely to follow. whaf .we suggest is a =,
definition which is broad enough to allow for individual
community and college d1fferences but whlch “is| not 'S0
vague as tg be meamngless ’ ¢ s
(4) Community college leaders should develo}) a_uni-
form reporting sy-étem that fosfer§ the coliection of data

in both a format and in units of measure that are useful

.

to policymakers. Part of the confusion surrounding the
status aﬁ&d the funding of community services programs
can be attributed to a lack of uniform reporting proce- -+
dures regarding enrollmehf or participation. -While credit
enrollments are typically reported either as unduplicdted
headcount or FTE, community services erprollmént reports
take many forms. The imprecision which marKs these
data is péryy responsible for the reluctance of legis- ,
N lators and others to provide adequate funding. As long
as some colleges report only students who officially '
eproll in a iorhal actvv:ty and others count heads at -
rock concerts and art exhlblts, it is a small wonder that

decision makers have little confidence in our unit of

measure for the purpose’ of pol/icy decisions. \

By ‘ . -~
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(5) Community services leaders should €mphasize a

coherent, curriculum-based program o) services and acti-
P 4

vities organized, where possible and feasible, around a

common theme. This recommendation is not intended to
imply, that community services offerings shquld all be
credit-generating or course-bound. On the contrary,
the widest range of activities is -encouraged. Nor is it
intended to inhibit the community services programm"e.r in
responding or reactlng to an isolated community’ need.
Rather it suggests that community. services should be
more than an unconnected series of responses, no matter
how valid each response, to an équally unrelated series
of personal or community problems or issues. =

',_,T,he specuflc unifying theme around which the
program is designed--whether it be civic cliteracy as
suggested by Boyer and. "Hechinger (1981) and whlch
appears to be a’ worthy topic to use-<is Iessilmportant
than that there be a theme appropriate to thé: commun-
ity. Some communities may rally around e (program

»

which is oriented toward energy, otﬁers m'éy be more

concerned about water 6r land usage, still others may™

face problems of an ecénomlc nature such as unemploy-
ment, poverty, even hunger And, of course, the

) curriculum of the college is a major factor in identifying

the prlmary area of emphasis. Parnell (1982) speaks of
the need for the community services program to "flow
from the curriculum." We have triedr not only to
reinforce. that notion but also to cite some of the advan-

tages, building faculty support, for example, of such an

ERIC
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approache.- +

Noihing in this recommendation suggests that col-
leges, through their community . services programs,
should not tackle social problems and issues. Indeed,
each of the themes we have suggested represents such
problemsq . We suggest, however, that the colleges'
contribution to these issues be educational in nature and

kY
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N
- . that other gommunity agencies be. encouraged to deal

- with the nonéducational/aspects of the problem. o
¥6),~ The funding of community services should

become an _integral part of the community college budget

just as. any other of the colleges' programs. - It is

unlikely that we will experience major increases in state
. funding for communit& services activities until the issues
"of mission and definition are resolved. Even then, the
general level of 'funding for community services activities
is not likely to reach the Tevel, of su'pporri presently
enjoyed in @- few states, ‘)'he r‘iorth Carotina modet
seems fo use @ reasonable goal; i.e., funding at 40-50
percent of that provided for regular credit programs.

A
Alternatively, a solution might be an extension of

_Florida's .cost-based approach but with the monies <—»)
becoming part of the funding formula rather than a
“ . . , /
— sepgrate fund su?;ect to the annual caprice of the )

. legislature.- 7] o
* + We are not brepared to accept the "efficiency"
argument18 of Brengman and Neison (1981) that cam-

munity services activities rgpgesent consumption rather

, than investment benefits. We believe the preceding
. recWations suggest ways in which the commun;zy
services Yrogram unarguably represents a public as well

- as a private good and, thus, is worthy, even in terms
of economic theory, of tax support. '

We do support the argument for inpreased local
support of community serviées Howe_ver_'. But rather
than the term "local suppor't"‘ becoming a g‘yﬁhe’mism for
“user fees," we urge the development of ad'ditional_
sources of local funding. =in states where local tax. 1
support is available, the argument for .sasﬁiﬁ'r-should be '
made persuasively and compellinglﬂ/. .In other communi-
ties, foundation or other sources should be aggressively
/ - purl-'sued.. And, of course, just as tuition has become &

fact of life, reasonable user,fees should be, collectéd. . .

4 ' ot
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7N Commumty college leaders at all levels should

- agsume:- an lncretslnqu ‘active “leadérship stance wathm -

their colieges, communlt:es, and state capitals to create

lmbroved understandmg and acceptance of the communJ

services functlon and to marshall support that guarantees

its place within the college s overall mission. Community

college presidents and community services administrators
must develop a unifiet! efﬁ to improve local acceptance
and suﬁport for community services programs Wwithin

their colleges and their communities. They must acqujre”

a clear sense of direction and achieve consensus among
themselves and then work to gain full acceptanceﬂamong
college faculty and staff, members and among community
leaders and pollcymakers}. We need confident leaders
who are sepsltive to the negative images 'of some
elements of current prtl;grams and who will eschew pro-

grams, courses, and activities that detract* from the)

success of sprograms. Parnell (1982) has called for
,lncreased emphasis on ,program excellence and greater
sensitlvuty to public interests to avold the\ “nemesis of
belly dancing." Effective leaders will heed his advice as
;hey labor to achieve widespread consensus about the

nature and value of their programs to garner commitment

‘
from college and staff as well as from community and

state policymakers, including the aggressive pursuit of
. an adequate level of funding. ’ .
w, : ’
N .
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, . FOOTNOTES :

"
e

« Public service, - community segvices, &nd service'to

-

. the communit.y are terms used to describe the idea

of service to the nation at the local, state, and

national levels. t . s
2. Harper is irhport'ant to this .discussion not ‘only

because of his influence on the extertsion movement

a‘n‘d his 'fo,unding of the University of Chicago but

) also because he is considered by-many people.as '

' the "father of the junior E:ollege“ in QAmerica. '
r
?
\
%
|
|
|
|

~ 3. The launching of the "Wisconsiq Idea" is cited by
_Arthur Levine in his Handbook on Undergraduate

Curriculum (Jossey-’aBass, 1978) as one of twelve

. salient events in the history of curriculum develop-
.’ . . M
ment in the United States. .
e . ”,‘

‘ 4. Thig chapter is an, expanded version of an art_icle .
. published previously by George B. Vaughan entitled
- "Community Ser:vices and the Community College:
Reesta?lishing' the Mission" in the CommurTi'tx

Services .Catalyst, Spring 1981, 11 (2): 4-10. .

& *

5. Lross, in Adults as Learners, discusses barriers to
e

Ieérning. Among _the- barriers are tﬁe'amo\mt of
time required to get.a degree, and net knowing
what to take or where Ie‘irning'will lead. Many of
thése barriers could be, lowered through careful

___+/ program planning. . .
L) *
© A .
6. For a brief but incisive discussion of the Cross and
Aslanian and Brickell .books, see Lawrence R.
Murphy, "Adults in College: . Promise or Rejlity?

An Essay Review," ,Review of -Higher Education,
1982, 5 (3): 169-175. )
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The rélé of the communlty cdllege in teachmg an B Y
understandmg -of " and - apprec¢iation. fo‘r Amerucan ’
“democracy remains a’vital one, however. Indeed' B
the "back to - bas;cs" ‘movement m,educatlon isg'
hfvmg‘an |mp.act on cmzenshnp education: For
examp[e, sthe *19&2 ,,eess:cm of the Virginia glmeral ."' ‘
AssembTy fmandéted tpfat public ,schools emphasnzep ’
. th3 citizenship r&espoﬁablhtles mherent in the U.g. A
Constm.mon, ,thé€ Deglaration of Independence, the . ,
) Vn‘gmla Statute of Rehglous.s Freedom a},nd .the )
/ Vix:.glmé Declara{aon of nghts« N 1

~

‘Therefié deve'loplhg, as this. list implie‘s,,, a vast,
lite?‘a. on redt.lced}“'tt:r"L steady state ’ r‘esources . -
whic:%s smphcatjons for |ns\t|tutlonal manage«ﬁént

“. This list ﬁcludes only books and monographs and |
lgnqres the “substanfial * amount of perlddlcal htera-
ture on this topic. While }nany af the rpsources (H .

) +|iSted arzﬁu{;eit?*toward the fgur year college L
universit rinciples involved and the lessons
. to B learned “are frighteningly similar. f" . . ;‘

: ” ' oo .2
. E e .

Alfred R.L. (Ed.) New Directions for Community
N Colleges. Coping ' with Reduced Resources, ','_ 4
no\ 22. ghq Franclsco Jossey~ Bass, 1978 ' T

Carnegle Col.mcll on Poljey Studies in ngher Educa-

pa

@

»

/ tion. Three Thousand Futuresi The. Next Ed :\A
) {\ ) Twenly Years in Higher E&Jcatlon.,’ San Fran- i
. ,c:scof "Jossey -Bass, \1580‘ - tf: e ’
Cooke, A.L. (Ed.) New -Directions _fdr. IAstitu- .
. tronal Research Plannin:_:; l\fati&‘na;l Retrench- LI SO
- ‘ment', -no.' 24. san' Fr?nciscé:r JOS's;\ey-.{B/assy,‘ -
© 1979, o L ‘
< MaybfeW, ;L B. Surviving the Elghués (Sén Fran- < o
‘ - -

cisco: Jossey~ Bass, 1981. |




. \‘; Mmgle, J. R‘., et al.. Challegglqes of Retrencl%nent.'-

,:: /"‘ s . 'm, §anvFranccsco J'bssey-Bass, 1981.° ..

N . Mortimer, - K P., & Tlerney, M.L. The Three "R's“
. - of the Elgntles RedUCtlon; Reallocatlon and v

. .. - Refrénchrient.; Waghirigfon, D.C.: American

. e o . Asso‘c‘iation‘forl Higher Educati'on; George Wasn-

O .
~ ington’_University; and ERIC Clearinghouse on
* " Higher -Education,1979. (ED-172 642) x

Surmounting Pressures on H'lgher Educatlonj

S

- . Washlngton, D.C. f A[nerlcan ~ Council 6n
£ducation;, 1987.. - ) ‘ N
ro, Mg 'Stewart, C.T., & Harvey, T.R. (Eds.) -New

- ~

Dlrecﬂons for Higher Education .Strategies for

)

oYy - /ngflcant Survival, ' no. 12. ° San Francisco:

Jos$€y-Bass, 19751, - .
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9., Se"‘e, fqr example, gx?Breneman and Nelson (1981),

g hapter 3. ' <. - -
\ . 5;' - . . . -
"0 107540 tBth, Massachusetts and Washington, all or part
S ‘ of student tuition monies arewcoanted ay part of the
' state approprlatton; T
N . <. ] / l\‘\
- ~ f I ~ o
',' ‘ 11. Those mteresfcd in a more détailed treéatment o?
Y
. r?ﬂ types of financmg plans may ‘wish to consult
A y Breneman, and Ne!son ,£1981), especially Chapter S; .
. .

1, Wattenbarger and Cage (1974, especially pp. 75-100; )
Tt e ,e. and Garms 5(19'[7)} e)eciauy Appendlx Three

C s .»f\ S e
. 12. ~Arkansas, lowa, ,Kansas, Lounslana, North Carélina,
— Pennsylvama, and Tennessee . 4 : po=
. t‘ ¢ ' - ! ,,. ) ’
R Although Iowa ishlisted by -ECS as aformula state, -
) "a descrlptlon “of the !undmg process could&‘mbre N

nearly be descrabed as mcremental ’
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% vices in their  formula are: Mabama, Z\rizo&a,
Lo Colorado, Fiom}a, Hawaii*, Illinois, Maryland,
~ Massdchusetts, Michigan*, Minnesota"?, Mi;éouri,
; Montana, New Jersey, New Mexico, New York, "3
©  (both the .SUN\; and CUNY . systems), Ohig,\ A

Oklahomé‘;‘ Qre§on‘*, South Caﬁoliga, Texas, *

virginia, - Washingtén, Wisconsin. States, marked

~a

: with an asterisk did- not furnish data dlrectly to .
ECS. The ECS) ceport—-gqn’tamed partial data o
these states whlch "Were:, co]lected from yariou ' —
¥

Z  public- sources.\x.(" - | A
« SN } \ o , /" ;_ l:)

- P / . 3

£ ;
15. Florida ranks fourth- nn . community service em‘bll-
ments beRind North Carollna, Wisconsin, and lowa.

v 4 N . Lt ’
18. . states whlch umhze th; negotiated budget process ‘ﬁ
wWinclude | ‘Maska , Connecticut, Delaware, Georgh, " ,
: Indian A .Malne, Mississippi, N;braska,‘New
. _'shire, Nog:th Dakota, Rhode Island, Utah, .

t, West V;rglma,éand Wyomlng.‘

-
. “

«<
A -

» s op

[P 2

17.- In the 'cbnt ‘t o this dlscusswn, direct costs argg

s , defined as_ sala) C}j(&wt,{requlred for the instructors )
' w,plus necesé‘ary ” lies and‘ materlals consumed"
' actwnty, eg.,{ fabc in

\
"an ugholstery Elass, paint<y; canvas in- an ol

during the course of

+ painting class, etc. .Indifect costs, ”include print- -
lng, advertlsmg, admmlstratlve costs, émlntenance,
utllmes and’ sumllar support expenditures? .
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See‘espeé:ja?!.y, their Chapter: 2 and pages 184-187.
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